Role-Related Differences in Housing Evaluation. by Walker, Elizabeth Teresa.
THESIS SUBMITTED FOR THE DEGREE OF PhD.
ROLE-RELATED DIFFERENCES IN HOUSING EVALUATION
Elizabeth Teresa Walker October 1983
University of Surrey
ProQuest Number: 10804106
All rights reserved
INFORMATION TO ALL USERS 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.
In the unlikely event that the author did not send a com p le te  manuscript 
and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a note will indicate the deletion.
uest
ProQuest 10804106
Published by ProQuest LLC(2018). Copyright of the Dissertation is held by the Author.
All rights reserved.
This work is protected against unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States C ode
Microform Edition © ProQuest LLC.
ProQuest LLC.
789 East Eisenhower Parkway 
P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106- 1346
SUMMARY
ROLE-RELATED DIFFERENCES IN HOUSING EVALUATION
This thesis is concerned with role-related differences in 
evaluation and their consequences. Many researchers assume 
that it is possible to evaluate objectively from a single 
perspective. An exploration of the literature concerning 
evaluation research and role theory however suggests that:
1. People differ in their evaluations of a given target, 
(e.g. Glass and Ellet, 1980; Weiss et al, 1973).
2. Differences in evaluation can occur with respect to:
(i) the content of evaluations, as evidenced by the 
indicators of evaluation considered important, (e.g. Broady, 
1968? Lynch, 1977).
(ii) the level of evaluation (e.g. Wineman, 1982? 
Zimring and Reizenstein, 1980).
3. These differences are related in part to the roles 
which people occupy with respect to the target of evaluation 
(e.g. Sandahl, 1974).
4. Much evaluation literature distinguishes between two 
major types of roles, often referred to as provider roles 
and user roles. Two major differences between them are that:
(i)
(i) providers are more likely to control the product 
of evaluation, and to make decisions affecting its nature 
and existence (e.g. Glass and Ellet, 1980; Knight and 
Campbell, 1980).
(ii) users are likely to have more direct experience 
of the product, and to experience the consequences of 
providers' decisions (e.g. Weiss et al, 1973; Knight and 
Campbell, 1980).
Exploration of literature concerned with the characteristics 
of different role-occupants (e.g. Deasy, 1974; Hershberger 
1970) suggests that role-titles act as labels which 
summarize training and/or experiences of role-occupants.
The research reported here used a specific context - a local 
authority housing system - in order to:
(i) identify a network of providers and users with a 
common focus of evaluation.
(ii) examine the relationship between role-related 
characteristics and the indicators of evaluation considered 
important by (a) housing providers and (b) housing users.
(iii) compare the indicators of evaluation used by providers 
and users when evaluating the same target, and trace the 
consequences of the differences between them.
Data was collected by means of open-ended interviews with 
housing providers and users. Content analysis and Smallest 
Space Analysis of this data provided information about the 
indicators of evaluation spontaneously identified by
(ii)
different role-occupants. This information was considered in 
the light of role-related characteristics clarified by 
multidimensional scalogram analysis. The existence of 
differences in content of evaluation for occupants of 
different roles was confirmed.
A major difference was found to exist between providers’ and 
users' evaluations of the same target of evaluation. 
Provider roles with respect to the target of evaluation were 
more varied than were user roles; and evaluations used by 
providers reflected their professional training and 
experiences. The evaluations of users were found to be 
related at a detailed level to the personal experiences and 
circumstances of users.
The concepts of professional role and personal role are 
introduced to clarify these differences in evaluation. A 
model of evaluation is presented.
The implications of these findings for evaluation research 
and for the experiences of users are considered. . Evaluation 
researchers should not assume that evaluation from a single 
perspective is objective; and providers involved at all 
stages of the design and use of a product need to seek 
information about the indicators upon which users base their 
own evaluations.
(iii)
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CHAPTER 1 s OVERVIEW
The Differences in Evaluation
Evaluation can be defined as 'an assessment of the value of' 
a person, place, object or experience (Larousse, 1968).
Campbell (1976) suggests that many different assessments are 
possible, given a particular target for evaluation. He 
points out, in relation to formal scientific programme 
evaluation, that the issues considered relevant in the 
evaluation of, for example, a school, may differ according 
to whether the evaluation is requested by a government 
department for financial reasons; by a school administration 
for educational reasons; or by an architect to obtain 
feedback about his design. Zube (1980) points out some 
possible consequences of such differences, "Administrators' 
values may be biased - for example, toward beliefs about 
"appropriate" student life-styles, administrative 
efficiency, or the importance of pleasing the Board of 
Regents. This is not to say that this process always 
involves value orientations dissimilar from those of the 
student users, but it does suggest a strong possibility that 
such will be the case."
Campbell's and Zube's examples imply that there are 
differences in evaluations which are related to the role of 
the evaluator. This thesis proposes to develop the argument 
that:
1:1
(1) people differ in their evaluations, partly because of 
differences in their roles;
(2) these role-related differences have significant 
consequences, both theoretical and practical, which have 
been largely ignored in evaluation research and in policy 
decisions which are informed by such research.
The Process of Evaluation
The development of such an argument requires some 
elaboration of the brief definition of evaluation given 
above (p. 1:1). The following example illustrates the 
processes involved in a very common and apparently simple 
'assessment of value1.
When a casual remark is made about the weather, for example, 
"Isn't it warm?", it is possible to hypothesise a process of 
evaluation which precedes this remark.
The weather Has certain characteristics at the time of the 
remark. Remarks made about the weather are usually related 
to at least one of these characteristics. It is suggested 
that this is because the following process occurs:
The characteristics of the weather have been perceived by 
the speaker. The speaker selects one of them - the 
temperature - to be the content of his evaluation. The 
speaker then assigns a value to this particular 
characteristic. The use of the word 'warm' specifies both an 
attribute and a value of that attribute. The process of 
evaluation is then completed and the speaker makes the 
remark.
1:2
This process is presented in general terms in figure 1.1. It 
is a very simple outline representing casual evaluation by 
one person. It is not suggested that this is a complete 
description of the evaluation process. It has been 
presented here to indicate some of the characteristics of 
the process of 'assessing the value of1.
Characteristics 
of Target of 
Evaluation
Selection of 
Characteristics 
upon which to 
base Evaluation
Assignment of Value 
to particular 
characteristics
Figure 1.1 Simplified Outline of Process of Evaluation
The example described above demonstrates that evaluation, 
even in an apparently simple context, is a process 
comprising several stages, or parts. It can therefore be 
defined as complex rather than simple.
These stages are more formally identified and described in 
much of the evaluation, literature. The model presented by 
Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1981, Fig. 1.2), for example, with 
respect to environmental evaluation, identifies stages which 
compare closely with those described above (p. 1:2).
IPerceptions and OverallObjective
Environmental— ^Assessments of— ^Environmental—^Behaviour 
Attributes Objective Satisfaction
Environmental
Attributes________ _____________
Figure 1:2 Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1981): Basic 
Conceptual Model of Evaluation
1:3
Struening and Guttentag (1975) have edited a large 
handbook’ of Evaluation Research, in which the general
process of evaluation is frequently described. The process
has also been described in the Annual Review of Psychology
by Perloff et al (1976), and by Glass and Ellet (1980); and
in a more specific context, Jean Wineman, in her 
introduction to a special issue of 'Environment and 
Behaviour1, (1982) describes similar stages in 
post-occupancy evaluations of office buildings.
The Content and Level of Evaluation
The existence of different stages in evaluation allows for. 
the possibility of differences between evaluations occurring 
at one or more stages. The selection of characteristics upon 
which to base evaluation is conceptually independent of the 
evaluated quality of those characteristics. Two people may 
evaluate, for example, a place, with respect to the same 
characteristics and yet one person may evaluate it 
favourably, and the other unfavourably. Conversely two 
people may both make favourable, and therefore superficially 
similar, evaluations of the same place and yet be basing 
their evaluations on different characteristics.
For example, a prison warden and a prison inmate may both 
evaluate a particular space within the prison favourably; 
but the warden may be thinking only of the ease of 
supervision of the space; whereas the most relevant 
characteristic for the inmate may be the degree of social 
interaction possible in the space (Prestholdt et al, 1976).
1:4
The characteristics upon which evaluation is based are 
defined here as the content of evaluation. The assessed 
value of a particular characteristic is defined as the level 
of evaluation. In Prestholdt's example (p. 1:4), evaluations 
which may appear similar in fact turn out to be very 
different, because they have a different content.
This distinction between content and level is crucial to a 
clear understanding of evaluation. In Sjoberg's terms 
(Sjoberg, 1975), a person uses particular indicators, which 
form the content of his evaluation. Sjoberg makes the point 
that, in any particular situation, many possible indicators 
exist, some of which are inconsistent with each other. These 
inconsistencies may have consequences both for the 
understanding of evaluation as a theoretical concept, and 
for decisions which are based upon evaluation research. A 
comprehensive approach to evaluation requires a model which 
can begin to identify and explain the differences which 
exist in the content of evaluation. This thesis will attempt 
to develop such a model with specific reference to the 
proposals above (p. 1:2). The first of these proposals can 
now be elaborated in the light of the above discussions, as 
follows:
(1) (i) People differ in their evaluations of a given
target.
(ii) Differences in evaluation can occur with respect 
to both the content and the level of evaluation.
(iii) Differences both in content and in level are 
related in part to the roles which people occupy 
with respect to the target of evaluation.
1:5
Individual Differences and Role-Related Differences
There is a similarity between proposal l(i) above (p. 1:5), 
and the central proposal of Kelly's Personal Construct 
Theory (Kelly, 1955):
"People differ from each other in their construction of 
events." Kelly is concerned, as are other personality 
theorists, with individual differences which exist between 
people.
Some evaluation research has been concerned with the 
relationship between personality and evaluation. For 
example, with respect to environmental evaluation, Craik 
explored the issue of individual differences in 
environmental perception. Craik developed 'perceived 
environmental quality indicators' for measuring aspects of 
the environment (Craik and Zube, 1976), and a set of 
inventories concerned with personality differences in 
environmental perception (Craik, 1976).
However, there is evidence (Sandahl 1974, pp. 3:14; Zube, 
1980, p. 3:17? pp. 2:20fP below) that there are differences 
in evaluation which are consistently related to role, rather 
than personality; and that these role-related differences 
are particularly important because the individuals or groups 
who request and who carry out formal evaluations (see 
Chapter 2, below) do so because of roles which they occupy 
with respect to the target of evaluation; rather than 
because of their individual characteristics or 
personalities. The indirect influence of personality 
mediated through a tendency for particular personality 
characteristics to lead to the selection of certain roles is 
an interesting possibility (see pp. 13:19ff). However the 
focus of this study is the relationship between role-related 
differences and the content of evaluation, since it is 
proposed (p. 1:1) that this is a direct relationship with
1:6
important consequences for decision-making in many aspects 
of our society. This argument will be developed below (p. 
l:10ff) after some consideration of the concept of role.
Role as a Factor in Differences in Evaluation
The concept of role was introduced to psychology as long ago 
as the beginning of this century. It has proved useful in 
enabling the individual characteristics referred to above 
(p. 1:6) to be conceptually distinguished from group-related 
characteristics. Cooley and Mead (Mead,1934) made a major 
theoretical contribution to this distinction between 
individual self and role. Sarbin (1954) emphasizes the 
importance of this contribution and elaborates on it in the 
following manner:
"In sum, all societies are organized around positions and 
the persons who occupy these positions perform specialized 
actions or roles. These roles are linked with the position 
and not with the person who is temporarily occupying that 
position."
In the context of evaluation research, the actions of 
requesting and carrying out evaluations, and of acting upon 
the results of evaluations are, it is proposed, linked with 
certain positions, as Sarbin suggests, rather than with the 
people who are temporarily occupying those positions. 
Proposal l(iii) above (p. 1:5) suggests that there is a 
relationship between occupation of a particular role, and 
the content of evaluation. This link is illustrated by a 
study carried out by Sandahl (1974).
1:7
Sandahl found that policemen differed from lay people in 
their anticipated use of space in a police station. The 
policemen shared a role which gave them similar experiences 
and objectives, and therefore to a certain extent shared a 
group evaluation with respect to police work. The lay people 
shared a more passive role which contributed to a group 
evaluation different from that of the policemen.
The experience of 'being a policeman1 is more precisely 
defined than that of 'being a lay person'. This suggests 
that the evaluations of policemen are likely to be more 
similar than the evaluations of a randomly chosen group of 
lay people, with respect to police-related matters, which 
Sandahl found to be the case.
It is proposed that role may be a useful concept in the 
understanding of these similarities and differences because 
the occupation of similar roles implies similar training 
and/or experiences. In other words, it is proposed that 
role-titles are labels which summarize, with widely varying 
degrees Of precision, the training and/or previous 
experiences of role-occupants.
In Sandahl's example, the role-title 'policeman' summarizes 
particular training and experiences shared by the occupants 
of the role, and not by others. If, as suggested, similar 
training and experiences are related to similarities in 
evaluation, policemen would be expected to be different from 
lay people in their evaluations of relevant targets, as 
Sandahl found. This suggestion constitutes a further 
proposal:
1:8
(1) (iv) Role-titles are labels which summarize the 
training and/or previous and current experiences of 
role-occupants. Such training and/or experiences affect the 
content of evaluations made with respect to role-related 
targets.
This proposal will be discussed in some detail in the 
following chapters. Consideration will now be given to the 
consequences of such role-related differences, in the 
context of evaluation research.
The Characteristics of Evaluation Research
Evaluation research is carried out by scientists, social 
scientists, members of the design professions, and other 
professionals. It produces enormous amounts of information 
about the 1 value1 of a wide variety of products. These 
include physical and mental health programmes (Weinstein, 
1975; Sainsbury, 1975; and Brandon, 1975); educational 
policies (Glass and Smith, 1979); environmental policies 
(Zube, 1980); and architectural designs (Architectural 
Review, 1963ff).
Research findings are seldom consolidated, partly because 
evaluation research is characterized by a lack of theory. 
Wortman (1983) describes evaluation research as,
"an applied, largely (and unfortunately) atheoretic, 
multidisciplinary activity spanning the social sciences and 
including education, health, and social work as well."
and states further that,
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"While it <evaluation research> shares with all these fields 
the common goal of assessing or evaluating innovative social 
programmes aimed at improving human welfare, one might 
despair at discerning any other common threads that unite 
these disparate activities and weave them into a shared 
destiny."
Evaluation Research and Decision-Making
These deficiences in evaluation research may have serious 
consequences for at least two reasons:
1. They help to prevent the efficient use of the findings 
of such research in decision-making. Discussing what he 
calls !the policy/practice gap1, Zube (1980) identifies 
"differences among participants in the evaluation activity" 
as a major reason for the ineffectiveness of research 
findings. Much current evaluation research fails to take 
these differences into account, and this has hindered the 
development of a clear, coherent body of research findings 
(Canter and Kenny, 1982, p.1:14, below).
The deficiencies .in evaluation research may have serious 
consequences because so much of it is applied. It is often 
carried out:
(i) to assist in the formulation of decisions, with 
respect to policy or planning of some kind.
(ii) to assess the value of a product of former 
decisions, for example a medical treatment programme (Durkin 
and Durkin,1975). This assessment is intended to provide an 
input to future decisions.
Those responsible for requesting evaluations, for carrying 
them out, and for acting upon the information they provide, 
have the power to influence decisions in the areas of public 
policy referred to above (p. 1:1). If their evaluations are
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affected by their roles (proposal l:(iii), p. 1:5), it is 
suggested that this may have significant consequences for 
whoever is affected by their decisions. Campbell's example 
(p. 1:1, Campbell, 1976) illustrates how role can have a 
considerable effect on the content of evaluation. This 
example will now be considered further.
Differing Evaluations and their Effects
An evaluation of a school which is carried out for financial 
reasons may be based upon such indicators as the cost of 
running the school building, and the level of educational 
provision over a particular area. An evaluation concerned 
with educational indicators may consider style of teaching 
and the qualifications obtained by pupils. A design 
evaluation may focus on ease of flow of people through the 
school and the suitability of particular spaces for the 
activities performed in them. There may be some indicators 
which are included in all evaluations for different reasons, 
such as staff-pupil ratio. However, even presuming some 
overlap in content of evaluation, it is quite possible that 
there would be three very different evaluations of the same 
school, differing substantially in content. These could 
hypothetically affect decisions about the school which would 
have significant consequences for its users.
The government department, the school administration and the 
architects could affect the experience of the school users 
because they are all involved with the school in the 
capacity of providers. The roles which they occupy bring 
them into contact with the school in the context of 
provision rather than use. The major users of the school, 
the teachers and pupils who have first-hand experience of 
it, are not referred to in Campbell's list of evaluators. 
Consultation of evaluation literature referred to above (p. 
1:9; also Struening and Guttentag, 1975? also Chapter 2)
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suggests that users of a product do not commonly:
(i) initiate evaluations of it. Weiss (1973), for example, 
states that:
"Evaluation is generally commissioned by the agency 
responsible for the program, not by the recipients of its 
efforts. This is so obvious and taken for granted that its 
implications are easily overlooked. Some of the consequences 
are that the officials' goal statements form the basis for 
study and if recipients have different needs or different 
ends in mind, these do not surface."
(ii) make decisions based upon evaluations. The power to 
make decisions which influence the nature and existence of 
policies and products rests largely with the providers of 
them. Weiss again:
"Furthermore, study findings are reported to decision-makers 
and managers, and usually not to program participants; if 
the findings are negative, officials may not completely bury 
the report (although sometimes they try) , but they can at 
least release it with their own interpretations."
The Complexities of Evaluation
Evaluation researchers often ignore the alternative 
evaluations possible for a single target and assume that 
evaluation research can be objective. Carol Weiss (1973) 
makes the point that,
"social scientists tend to see evaluation research, like all 
research, as objective, unbiased, non-political, a 
corrective for the special pleading of program operators and
1:12
policy-makers alike."
And yet this very research, according to Weiss, fails to 
consider the evaluative perspectives of different 
role-occupants, and,
"tend(s) to ignore the social and institutional structures 
within which the problems of the target groups are generated 
and sustained,"
even though it is the target groups, or users, who (a) 
possess first hand experience of the policy or product, and 
(b) experience the consequences of any decisions made with 
respect to that policy or product.
This shortcoming is partly for practical reasons. The 
complexities of the real world do not lend themselves to 
clear, simple research findings. Much of the research which 
is undertaken consequently ignores these complexities. Weiss 
finds that,
"in practice there does seem to be an affinity between the 
experiment and the limited focus program"
and Warren (1973) makes a similar point:
"for various reasons of practice and practicality they 
confine themselves to a very limited, relatively 
identifiable type of intervention, while other things in the 
life situation of the target population are ... left 
unaltered ... The more piecemeal, the fewer the experimental 
variables involved, the more applicable is the 
<experimental> research design."
It is this piecemeal, 'atheoretical' (Wortman, 1983) 
approach which has produced a situation in which evaluation 
research gives rise to vast amounts of information, with
1:13
very little accumulation or consolidation of findings. 
Canter (1982) makes this point as- follows:
"One of the ironies of evaluation research, with its 
objectives of enabling decision makers to learn from the 
consequences of their actions, is that there is little 
evidence that evaluation researchers themselves learn from 
the consequences of their own actions or those of their 
colleagues. In a recent issue of ’Environment and Behaviour1 
(1980) devoted to 'Evaluating Occupied Environments' all the 
contributors used different instruments and most without 
seeing the need to specify what it was they were actually 
measuring. The results of these studies, therefore, do not 
cumulate in any way."
Evaluation research is unlikely to develop a theoretical 
approach and begin .to build up a cumulative body of 
knowledge unless it adopts a realistic approach to the 
complexities of the settings within which it takes place. 
Instead of assuming that evaluation’ research which provides 
only one perspective can be value-free and objective, 
researchers may find it more productive to consider how to 
conduct research which takes into account possible 
differences in perspective and attempts to understand how 
they arise. Glass and Ellet (1980) put the case as follows: 
"... it is quite beside the point of scientific rigor to ask 
whether an inquiry is objective, . .. rather the central 
question is whether observers will agree in their subjective 
... assessments.
... Chasing pure objectivity, in the archaic sense of the 
word, is the pursuit of a will o' the wisp, not less 
impossible in social evaluation than in social science. 
Arguments against evaluation by ethnographic or case study
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methods (or other forms of what are colloquially referred to 
as 'soft data' techniques) play on popular but shallow 
conceptions of scientific inquiry."
Recognizing the principle of intersubjectivity in the 
context of the argument developed here requires research 
which allows for the possibility proposed above (p.l:5 
proposal l:(iii)) that people occupying different roles with 
respect to a target of evaluation use different indicators 
when evaluating.
To begin to identify some of the role-related differences in 
evaluation it is necessary to compare the evaluations of 
different role-occupants with respect to the same target of 
evaluation. Such a comparison can only be made if a 
comprehensive research study is carried out in a very 
specific setting.
Differing Perspectives in Environmental Evaluation 
Evaluation research is a bewilderingly large and diverse 
field, and it may at first appear difficult t.o identify a 
specific setting within which to conduct the research 
suggested. However, there is a particular area of evaluation 
research, environmental evaluation, in which there appears 
to be growing evidence of the importance of role in the 
understanding of differences between providers and users.
One indication of these differences is the very different 
nature of evaluation research carried out by providers of 
the physical environment from research which gives more 
emphasis to user evaluations. Environmental designers, 
especially planners and architects, have carried out 
professional evaluations of towns and buildings for 
centuries. The journals 'Architectural Review'(1963ff) and
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'Architectural Design' (1963-1981), provide some recent 
examples.
More recently social scientists have begun conducting 
evaluations of the physical environment by a variety of 
techniques designed to obtain information about the 
suitability of that environment for its users. In Britain, 
the Building Performance Research Unit produced much 
pioneering work in this area (e.g. BPRU, 1972); and more 
recently many post-occupancy evaluations (POEs) of built 
environments have been conducted (e.g. Environment and 
Behaviour, Dec. 1980 issue).
These two strands of environmental evaluation have developed 
completely independently to produce evaluations which are 
quite different in content and level although the targets 
are similar. (Chapter 2 below, pp. 2:10ff).
The lack of interaction between these two approaches to the 
evaluation of the physical environment has considerable 
implications for the experiences of users. The possible 
consequences of the gap between providers and users have 
been discussed above (pp. lsllff) in general terms. In the 
context of environmental evaluation, two EDRA conferences 
(Edra 6, Honikman, 1975; Edra 7, Suedfeld et al, 1976), for 
example, have been much concerned with the gap between the
perspectives of designers and users of the built
environment. In this more specific context, focussing on 
designers and users of buildings,. it is possible to 
illustrate more clearly the consequences of such a gap.
Building designers make many decisions in the process of
arriving at a design solution. For many of these decisions
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they rely heavily on the advice and information of other 
providers with relevant experience, such as civil engineers. 
They do not usually, however, acknowledge any need for 
'expert' information from users of similar buildings. They 
assume that they can themselves evaluate the needs of the 
intended users. Their colleagues assume the same, so that, 
as Sommer (1974) says,
"it is common to find buildings praised or damned before 
they have been opened to public use."
And Deasy (1974) gives the following example:
"During his extensive study of the subculture of 
architecture, Robert Gutman went through a problem sequence 
in a design lab and expressed his amazement at some aspects 
of the process. Working with the same information that was 
available to the students, he found that he lacked an 
adequate basis for making the design decisions that were 
required. This inadequacy, which troubled him as a 
sociologist, didn't seem to inhibit the architectural 
students in the slightest. Lacking information, they simply 
made whatever assumptions were necessary and proceeded with 
the assignment. Since the evaluation of their work would 
come from the only relevant reference groups available to 
them, their instructors and their peers, and since these 
groups shared the same misinformation or lack of 
information, the merits of their assumptions could hardly be 
subjected to a rigorous test."
Gutman's example'suggests that designers may often not have 
adequate information about issues relevant to users to 
evaluate fully alternative design solutions during the
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design process. This thesis proposes (proposals l(iii) and 
l(iv), pp. 1:5 and 1:9) that this is partly because the 
evaluations of designers and users differ in content as a 
function of their different roles. As suggested above, (pp. 
l:10ff), the importance of these evaluative differences lies 
in the implications they have for the production and 
performance of places and products, and their consequent 
evaluations by users. The nature and effects of role-related 
differences in evaluation can only be clearly identified if 
they are traced in a specified context. To obtain such 
precise information requires a comprehensive study of a 
particular environmental system over a period of time. Such 
an approach could be called an environmental case study 
approach.
The Environmental Case-Study Approach
A case-study approach requires careful selection of a 
particular context in which differences in perspective can 
be identified and studied. A specific context of manageable 
scale is required. The environmental system must also be one 
which commonly occurs, so that findings can be generalized, 
at least to some extent, to other examples of the same 
context, and other types of environmental system. The issues 
being studied are general in the sense of being widespread, 
but specific in that they manifest themselves in the content 
of specific situations.
One particular environmental system which can be 
investigated at a manageable scale is the Local' Authority 
housing system, ( see Appendix 4). The number of 
group-related perspectives to be identified within the 
housing system has risen from a very few to a very large and 
unknown number, (see chapter 3). The implications of this
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development deeply affect the quality of our residential 
environments. These implications are widespread but 
specific. They can be studied by focussing on a particular 
housing environment and the system within which it is 
created, occupied and maintained.
This research sets out to identify people involved in 
different capacities in the local authority housing system; 
to identify the issues considered relevant by these people, 
i.e. the content of evaluation; to discover some of the 
role-related factors affecting the perspectives of different 
role-occupants by comparing them with each other, especially 
with respect to the differences between users and providers; 
and to consider the effects of differences in perspectives 
of providers and users on the experience of the users.
Two small high density low-rise housing estates were chosen 
as the focus of the study. The estates were chosen to 
provide a population of users whose perspectives could be 
identified; and to provide a common.focus of evaluation, in- 
order to compare evaluations of providers and users.
Only by facing the complexities of evaluation in a specific 
situation over a period of time in this way is it likely to 
be possible to begin to identify the relationship between 
role content and evaluation. The concepts of evaluation and 
role are developed and discussed in the light of relevant 
literature in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER 2: EVALUATION
Introduction
In the previous chapter, the point was made that there is 
very little cohesion in evaluation research, and little 
consolidation of findings, even though large amounts of 
information are produced by publicly funded evaluations of 
public programs (Perloff et al, 1976, Canter 1982, pp. 
1:lOff)•
This chapter will look at some of the areas in which
evaluation research has developed, some of the different 
approaches which have been adopted, and the issues which 
have been raised by some of the problems of evaluation 
research.
Evaluation research is increasingly referred to as an
inter-disciplinary, or multi-disciplinary activity (Wortman, 
1983, p..1:9, Perloff et al, 1976). Wortman1s-definition (p. 
1:9) refers to social science, education, health and social 
work. Perloff et al (1976) -give a longer list of
disciplines,
"accounting, economics, education, industrial engineering, 
management sciences, political science, psychology, 
sociology, statistics, urban affairs, and 'perhaps one or
two others'."
This is an enormous range of fields, and the understanding 
of evaluation is not the same in all of them. There is, for 
example, an enormous difference between the 'value theory' 
of economics, which conceptualizes value in terms of money
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and labour (for example, Walker 1978), and the evaluation of 
the effectiveness of a drug by randomized clinical trials 
(for example Goldstein 1971).
A comprehensive review of all these different fields would 
be impractical here. However the fact that there are so many 
different fields in which evaluation takes place, and so 
many different possible approaches to it, are very relevant. 
It is further indication of the differences which have been 
discussed above (pp. lsllff)
These differences in evaluation need to be recognized and 
studied if findings in evaluation research are to be 
consolidated (pp. l:9ff). The importance of differences in 
evaluation is discussed below in the context of two major 
areas of evaluation research, public program evaluations, 
and environmental evaluations.
Public Program Evaluation
Much of the program evaluation of public programs has taken 
place in North America. Many public programs were introduced 
as part of Roosevelt's 'New Deal' policy in the 1930's 
(Larousse 1968). They are described by Perloff et al (1976) 
as follows:
"While these programs over the years might be viewed in a 
shorthand fashion as involving schools and communities, the 
more specific range of problems for which programs have been 
funded and whose evaluation, primitively or comprehensively 
have been conducted include alcoholism, drug addiction, 
education, health, housing, income maintenance, jobs, 
justice, juvenile delinquency, mental retardation, obesity,
poverty, rehabilitation, and transportation. Most of these 
programs have been and are being funded by federal agencies, 
although some have been supported by private foundations and 
by the larger businesses and industries in the country."
The researcher carrying out a program evaluation will choose 
certain criteria, or indicators of evaluation, and will 
sometimes define performance with reference to particular 
target scores or levels, so that results are often in 
statistical form. For example, Pryer and Distefano (1973) 
report that, when rehabilitating patients suffering from 
mental ill-health, 19% of those who had received a treatment 
program which emphasized family and community involvement 
(it was this treatment program which was being evaluated) 
required further treatment within a year, compared with 61% 
of a control group receiving regular hospital treatment.
In a different field, Tomlinson (1973), evaluating the 
psychological services of a large metropolitan school 
district, reported that 85% of the * psychological 
recommendations were implemented, and that 80% of these 
resulted in a significant behavioural change.
However evaluation is measured, both the content of 
evaluation and the levels of performance considered 
acceptable are likely to be influenced by the views of those 
who have commissioned the evaluation. This produces research 
which is biased to reflect the preoccupations of the funding 
agencies - professional bodies who cannot, it is proposed 
(proposal 1, p. 1:5), have the same perceptions as the 
recipients of the programs. Attempts which have been made to 
provide an overview of program evaluation (Perloff et al, 
1976; Glass and Ellet, 1980) show both:
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(i) the enormous variations in approach and methodology.
(ii) the very limited extent to which evaluation is 
conceived of in terms of the perspective of the target 
group.
Variations in Approach and Methodology
Perloff et al. (1976) reviewing program evaluation describe 
five approaches: values-linked, management oriented,
clinical, quasi-experimental design, and benefit-cost 
analysis. Glass and Ellet (1980) writing four years later 
produce an overlapping, but different list, of* seven 
alternative conceptions of evaluation: as applied science, 
as systems management, as decision theory, as assessment of 
progress towards goals, as jurisprudence, as description or 
portrayal, and as rational empiricism. Wortman (1983), in an 
article published this year, gives an account of some 
attempts which have been made actually to aggregate findings 
within this vast range of approaches. He finds that, 
although this technique can provide useful information, even 
r e l a t i v e l y  m o d e s t  a g g r e g a t i o n s  of findings, or 
meta-analyses, with respect to very specific information, 
have beien difficult. For example, he reports that:
"De Silva and his co-workers (1981) found it appropriate to 
aggregate only 6 of 15 RCTs (randomized clinical trials) in 
determining the effectiveness of lignocaine (or lidocaine) 
in preventing irregular heartbeats in patients who had 
suffered a heart attack."
Wortman also refers to a meta-analysis by Berk and Chalmers
(1981) with respect to the cost-effectiveness of ambulatory
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care, in which they found that:
"only 4 of 78 studies used an appropriate measure of costs."
These may be extreme examples, but they do illustrate the 
enormous potential variations which so many evaluation 
researchers manage to ignore when they consider their 
results to be 1 objective' (Weiss (1973), p. 1:12).
Limited Perspectives in Program Evaluation
There are 12 approaches to evaluation described above (p. 
2:4-), and there are subdivisions within them. The result is 
an impression of research which makes precise definitions 
and takes fine distinctions into account. However, a major 
dimension of evaluation, the differences in perspective of 
different role-occupants, especially providers and users, is 
ignored by most of the approaches listed above. For example, 
it may appear that one of the values-linked approaches - the 
decision-theoretic approach. - is an attempt to take into 
account the values of different role-occupants. Perloff et 
al (1976) describe it as:
"the application of the decision-theoretic methodology for 
quantifying subjective expressions of values, preferences or 
program outputs."
This approach does at least recognize that there are 
different values which can be considered. However, it 
assumes that the way to accommodate the differences is to 
aggregate them quantitatively. There is no attempt to try to 
understand the differences in the light of differences in 
the roles of the evaluators. Furthermore, the only values
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which are considered relevant are those of the 
decision-makers, involved in the provision of the programs. 
Those who experience them are ignored.
The systems management and goal-related conceptions of 
evaluation described by Glass and Ellet (1980) are further 
indication that the indicators chosen for program 
evaluations are likely to be those of the providers, rather 
than the users, of the programs in question.
Of the systems management approach, Glass and Ellet state 
that:
"Since social programs are complex systems involving 
planning, implementing, testing, and revising, an evaluation 
must attend to each of these elements. Decision making, of 
an executive or administrative type, is to be aided and made 
more rational, but rational in the Weber sense of serving 
the goals of the system."
Of 'evaluation as assessment of progress towards goals', 
Glass and Ellet make the following criticisms:
,rit subordinates one's ability to recognize value to one's 
ability to speak a technical language of "behaviours"; it 
fails to call attention to the need to evaluate goals 
(progress towards worthless goals is not progress at all) ; 
it ignores the question of comparative value (is the 
progress towards ‘the goals better than what can be made by 
alternative means?); it seeks no justification of the goals 
toward which progress is assessed (Calsyn and Davidson 
1978)."
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It would be possible to give further examples, all 
emphasizing a particular ’insight1 into evaluation and all 
perhaps with a specific purpose, but none of them explore in 
any depth the relationship between role and evaluation.
There are however signs that some researchers are aware of 
the importance of considering the perspectives of program 
recipients when choosing indicators of evaluation. Sommer
(1973) for example, states that:
"psychologists must develop criteria for evaluating program 
success based on the experiences of the people in the 
setting rather than looking at such experiences as 
instrumental to some remote productivity criteria such as 
mental health, school progress, or income."
This is an extremely important point, and the research 
reported here (chapters 6ff) will be concerned partly with 
how the roles and consequent experiences of the people.in a 
particular setting are related to the content of their 
evaluations of that setting. However, to be comprehensive, 
evaluation research should take into account as many as 
possible of the role-groups relevant to the target of the 
evaluation. Research which ignores the evaluations of 
providers is incomplete, just as is research which ignores 
the evaluations of users. It is intended that the 
environmental case-study approach adopted in this research 
should consider both perspectives, and so.contribute to an 
understanding of the relationship between role and 
evaluation. An understanding of this relationship is felt to 
be important in all evaluation research, because of its 
consequences (pp. lsllff). It will now be considered in the 
context of environmental evaluation.
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Environmental Evaluation
The general issues which have arisen in program evaluation, 
of objectivity, of the enormous variety in content and 
methodology, of the lack of consolidation and comparability 
of findings, (pp. 2:4ff) and of the emphasis on 
decision-makers, are also of concern to researchers involved 
in environmental evaluation (e.g. Canter, 1982, Knight and 
Campbell, 1980).
The term 'environmental evaluation1 indicates that the 
target of evaluation is some aspect of the physical 
environment. The environment which is evaluated ranges in 
scale from large areas (Ulack and Raitz, 1982) to towns and 
cities (Lynch 1977), to buildings (Marans and Spreckelmeyer
1981), to specific measures in specific rooms (Konar et al
1982).
The literature concerned with environmental evaluation 
consists largely of specific evaluations of particular 
environments. These evaluations vary in the extent to which 
they take into account the roles of those who influence the 
indicators of evaluation. Evaluators themselves vary in 
their degree of awareness of:
(i) the relationship between the content of evaluation and 
the roles of those for whom the evaluation is being 
conducted;
(ii) their own positions in this complex situation.
Knight and Campbell (1980) describe the possible position of 
the evaluator in terms of three roles, as follows:
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"technician, giving service to a contracting decision-maker; 
facilitator, negotiating goals and criteria within existing 
social power relationships; and instigator, articulating and 
treating seriously perspectives, social relationships, and 
goals not represented by decision-makers or by the outcomes 
of social negotiations".
The descriptions of these three possible roles help to 
clarify the distinction referred to above (p. 2:5 ff) with
respect to public program evaluation, between research which 
defines its indicators of evaluation according to the 
criteria of providers, and research which takes into account 
the criteria of users.
In the context of the environment, especially the man-made 
environment, many, evaluators provide information which feeds 
directly or indirectly into the design process. They occupy 
a variety of roles, and are by no means all the 
'professional evaluators' whom Knight and Campbell appear to 
be describing. However, the different approaches to 
evaluation which they suggest may be a helpful way of
viewing all environmental evaluators, especially those in a 
decision-making capacity. For example many members of the 
design professions, who are continually making decisions, 
behave very much like Knight and Campbell's technician 
evaluator in the sense that they design,
"according to the criteria and values perspective of the
contractor (i.e. the persons contracting the evaluators'
services)."
Davis and Szigeti (1982) describe this as one of the
traditional approaches to office design.
"In large organizations, the key decisions about what the 
users require and about design and cost have traditionally 
been made by only a few executives, who themselves have 
little involvement in the day-to-day activities of the 
majority of office workers (Bobrow 1974)."
There is a further problem with the traditional approach to 
design. Criteria are chosen by executives on behalf of the 
clients with little reference to user evaluations. The 
criteria are then interpreted by the architect with all his 
particular value judgements, which, it has been proposed, 
are influenced by his specific role (proposal 1, p. 1:2).
Specific examples of more formal evaluations carried out by 
members of the design professions are described below.
Architectural Evaluations
Examples of architectural evaluations are Hoffman's 
"One-Family Housing: Solutions to an Urban Dilemma" (1967) 
and Webb's "Architecture in Britain Today" (196.9). Both give 
descriptions and assessments of housing schemes. Webb's book 
covers a variety of building types, including local 
authority housing, private housing developments, and 
individually designed houses. The schemes selected:
"have been chosen for their functional and visual qualities? 
for their relevance to their environment and to the problems 
of change and growth; and for their structural integrity".
Webb feels that:
"Architecture is inescapable; it is a public art that can
and should be influenced by its users.”
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These remarks illustrate the kind of criteria which are 
salient to architects when evaluating buildings. The 
particular schemes described are architecturally striking. 
They include, for example, the Claredale St. Cluster Block 
in East London, and the two Sheffield Estates of Park Hill 
and Hyde Park. However, the reader is left ignorant of the 
degree to which the schemes selected meet user requirements, 
since Webb gives no reports of any contact with occupants 
during the survey.
So there is a marked emphasis on aesthetic - and to a 
certain extent economic - criteria, in architectural 
assessments of housing. And whenever social/psychological 
factors are considered, the architect appears to make 
sweeping assessments, and assume that he knows the needs of 
each social class. This is illustrated by comments such as 
that of Webb:
"Nothing could be more inhuman than the endless sprawl of 
two-storey houses in the typical spec estate; nothing more 
depressing than the standardized six-storey block of flats 
put up by local authorities before the war. If the flats in 
tall blocks are noisy and inconvenient (broken lifts are a 
common complaint), that is the fault of particular 
buildings, not the concept."
Similarly, Hoffman, in a brief section on "sociological and 
psychological considerations" does seem to be genuinely 
concerned with the well-being of building users; but since 
Hoffman's book is concerned to promote low-rise housing as 
superior to blocks of flats, his assessment is rather 
biased, and tends to emphasize .only the disadvantages of 
tall blocks. Another example of the content of architectural
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evaluation is provided by Hoffman in his preface:
"But the most essential consideration is that individual 
dwellings and the urban or rural structure that provides its 
setting should once again be meaningfully related to each 
other and that this relationship should be reflected in 
appropriate architectural and environmental forms."
This statement suggests that architectural evaluations are 
conducted by architects for the enlightenment of other 
architects with very little understanding of building users, 
as Sommer's remark implied (Sommer 1974, p. 1:17).
Fortunately, these are not the only formal evaluations of 
buildings? but evaluations which are carried out after 
buildings have been occupied, so as to take into account the 
views of building users, apparently need a special label. 
They are called 'post-occupancy evaluations' (POE).
Post-Occupancy Evaluations
Post-occupancy evaluation is described by Zimring and 
Reizenstein (1980) as:
"the examination of the effectiveness for human users of 
occupied designed environments' which generally focus on a 
single type of designed setting, tend to describe rather 
than to manipulate, and'are usually aimed at application".
Zimring and Reizenstein describe POE's with respect to three 
dimensions: the generality of the results; the breadth of
focus - the degree to which they focus on single attributes
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of settings as opposed to viewing settings as holistic 
systems (Zimring and Reizenstein, 1980); and the timing of 
the application. They suggest that POE's vary along all 
these dimensions, but that many of the studies are 
evaluations of specific settings with intended immediate 
applications, by whoever is funding the research. Since 
Zimring and Reizenstein go on to describe 'effectiveness' as 
including:
"the many ways that physical and organizational factors 
enhance achievement of personal and institutional goals",
This in theory leaves open the question of the extent to 
which those carrying out POE's act as 'technicians', 
'facilitators', or 'instigators' (Knight and Campbell, 1980, 
p. 2.8ff).
However Zimring and Reizenstein do address this specific 
question, and their view is that POE:
"tends to be supported by contracts, which often suggest 
goals, methods, and use of evaluation results".
They found this to be largely the case even for evaluations 
for which results are available, and suggest that, in 
addition to these,
"it is likely that many evaluations are funded for the 
exclusive use of the sponsor and thus are unavailable for 
review".
The ways in which POE's concentrate on the criteria of those 
in positions of power are illustrated, for example, by the
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many studies of ’worker effectiveness1 in industry and in 
office environments. Wineman (1982) introducing an overview 
of office design and evaluation, appears to assume that the 
major criterion of evaluation in such studies is 
productivity.
"In the industrial situation, productivity is measured 
primarily on the basis of the quantity and quality of 
product output. In offices, quantity of product output - 
such as number of typed pages - may be measured as an 
indicator of productivity for clerical jobs, yet it may not 
be measurable or relevant for creative or professional jobs 
that have less measurable outputs at other levels. The 
thrust of recent research has been to include multiple 
measures of office worker productivity including measures of 
product quality and quantity, efficiency, attendance, human 
development, and human costs."
Worker satisfaction appears to b e . important only to the 
extent to which it is,
"recognized as an important performance consideration".
Another clear example of the evaluator adopting the 
'technician1 role is Farbstein and Wener's (1982) 'needs 
assessment survey'. This was sent to architects involved in 
correctional design and to jail facility administrators to 
elicit,
"perceived facility problems and a sense of what information 
these potential users might wish from an evaluation".
To Farbstein and Wener, the users in this case were
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decision-makers who would 'use1 the evaluation, and not the 
people actually using the targets of the evaluation.
The Social Survey
There are, however, many evaluations in which the needs of 
building users are of direct concern. Social surveys, for 
example, do at least report the opinions held by occupants 
about the pros and cons of a given housing scheme. They are 
limited, but sometimes useful reports, usually focussing on 
one or a group of mixed development housing estates. A 
fairly typical study will be briefly described. It is 
particularly relevant here as it concentrates on low-rise 
high-density housing developments in London.
The study in question, conducted by the architectural 
research unit of Edinburgh University (1970), comprises a 
'desk appraisal' of 18 housing estates, and 'further 
investigation' of two of these schemes.
For the desk appraisal, the schemes are described briefly, 
and layouts presented. The schemes are then compared with 
respect to area per bedspace, common and private open space, 
roads, parking and garages, shared facilities, children's 
play provision, and refuse disposal. A considerable amount 
of statistical information is presented, although the 
implications of this data are not really considered. The 
general conclusion is that "this brief desk appraisal 
provides some indications which should be reflected in the 
detailed design of layout and in the clear allocation of 
shared facilities. It is equally important that the purpose 
or function of unusual features of the design of a scheme
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should be communicated to tenants and site staff"
This is a fairly typical social survey report, which 
provides limited evaluations by one role-group of physical 
features of the type of housing in question. But with 
interviews conducted by standard questionnaire, it is 
unlikely that much will be gained by way of explanation of 
the relationship between role and evaluation within the 
context of urban housing.
Other User-Oriented Studies
A more thoughtful user-oriented study than the surveys just 
described is an evaluation of multi-family housing carried 
out- by Weidemann et al (1982). They identify as a problem 
the fact that there are differences between the traditional 
criteria which planners and designers use to evaluate 
housing, and criteria which are likely to be adopted by 
residents:
"As knowledge about housing environments has accumulated, it 
has become increasingly apparent that there are often 
important social, cultural and economic differences between 
those who make policies and direct housing programs and 
those who are the recipients of such programs and policies 
... As a result of these differences, important needs of the 
residents may .not be either adequately recognized or met. 
Thus, some authors have stressed the need to investigate the 
perceptions and behaviours of residents, i.e. to focus on 
user needs."
Weidemann et al go on to give examples of approaches which
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have attempted to focus on user needs, and to present their 
own research as another such example. Their recognition of
the problem of differences in content of evaluation is
significant, and they have made considerable effort to find 
a practical solution. Such solutions are necessary, but
Weidemann et al appear to see only the need for a practical
solution to a practical problem. They do not raise the issue 
of a need for a greater theoretical understanding of the 
relationship between role and evaluation, and this has 
practical implications for the research process they adopt. 
They gather information from the relevant housing authority, 
from site visits and from 'a review of documentation1, to 
prepare a survey which they then put to residents. This 
means that, even though residents are being consulted, 
criteria for evaluation are still being imposed upon them, 
because the survey is designed after consultation with only 
the decision-makers. To obtain an understanding of the 
relationship between role and evaluation, it would be more 
useful to treat providers and users as equally important, 
and to allow' each role-occupant to identify his/her own 
criteria of evaluation'.
Marans and Spreckelmeyer (1981) provide another example of a 
user-oriented approach to POE, which is more comprehensive 
than many social surveys. Marans and Sprecklemeyer are aware 
of the need for a systematic approach to evaluation, and 
spend some time describing the process. They present a 
conceptual model (Fig. 1:2) and make the following 
criticisms of other POE’s:
"Few attempts have been made to gather the necessary data in 
an orderly manner, or to analyze them in such a way that the 
results can have both immediate and long-term applicability.
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Furthermore, the approaches to evaluation vary greatly, and 
few have been based on well-developed conceptual models".
Marans and Spreckelmeyer1s model is a useful starting point 
as a description of the process of evaluation, and they 
present a fairly intensive case study of a federal building. 
Their findings are discussed in a concluding chapter in the 
light of initial objectives specified by the designers. In 
general, Marans and Spreckelmeyer found that the designers 
had provided a building which met with the approval of its 
public users, but not of employees:
"Most community residents consider it attractive, worthy of 
its many awards for design excellence, and conveniently 
located. ...On the other hand, the building has not lived up 
to expectations of providing a high quality work environment 
for all of its occupants."
Although Marans and Spreckelmeyer appear satisfied that 
their research accurately and fully reported the evaluations 
of building users, they are very much occupying the role of 
'technicians1 (Knight and Campbell, 1980), since they 
question building users about the building in terms of 
indicators specified by the designers. They also appear to 
ignore the importance of role-related differences in 
evaluation. Their major finding is of a difference in 
evaluation which is clearly related to role - the difference 
between public users and employees. Yet at the beginning 
of their book, Marans and Sprecklemeyer stdte that:
"This evaluation has been made from a single perspective - 
that of the building users".
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It appears that Marans and Spreckelmeyer assume that all 
building users share a single perspective, although their 
findings suggest otherwise. One possible reason for their 
failure to interpret their findings with respect to role is 
that the conceptual model they present does not make clear 
the position of role in an understanding of evaluation. As 
noted by Reizenstein, in her review of this work (1982), the 
basic conceptual model,
"leaves out a number of important considerations",
and a more complicated model which is also presented,
"tends to be more confusing than enlightening with arrows 
showing most of the constructs as related to most others."’
As in the case of program evaluation, environmental research 
which takes into account only provider or user evaluations 
of a particular target cannot provide a complete picture of 
evaluation. If the existence of alternative evaluations is 
not considered, the researcher cannot even adopt the role of 
facilitator, which Knight and Campbell (1980) describe as:
"working with the various participants in a setting to 
elicit the values and criteria of success represented by 
each point of view."
Although Knight and Campbell consider this role to be:
"implicated within a conservative framework",
evaluation research which takes different roles into account 
is at least beginning to contribute to a greater
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understanding of the consequences for providers and users of 
the relationship between role and evaluation. There is a 
growing body of research which does take role differences 
into account.
Role Differences in Environmental Evaluation Research
Lansing and Marans (1969) for example, found extreme 
differences in Evaluation of neighbourhood quality between 
planners and residents of a particular neighbourhood. Deasy
(1974) reports their finding that,
"88% of the people who lived in the areas that the planner 
judged unpleasant liked their neighbourhoods at least 
moderately well."
Broady (1968) reports.an inquiry in which
"tenants on a Scottish housing estate noticed and complained 
about practical things, such as the lack of madeup foot 
paths, but failed to remark upon the unsightly colliery 
slagheaps or the monotonous appearance of their houses."
Tenants found practical issues more salient in evaluation 
than the aesthetic issues which designers emphasize.
Broady refers to a similar difference in an office 
environment:
"reactions to the Smithsons' 'Economist' building ranged 
from the sophisticated comments of architects to the 
negative responses of members of 'the Economist' staff, of 
whom one critic reported that he "asked several of our
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people but failed to get an answer to the question 'Does 
this place stimulate or not?'1'
Side (1977), concentrating specifically on the differences 
between provider and user orientations (with respect to the 
leisure environment) found that:
"Like the users, the providers do not seem to have perceived 
a distinctive provider orientation, and do not appear to 
understand the nature of the disagreement with the users' 
evaluations".
In a completely different context, Willhite et al (1973) 
found differences in the attitudes of foresters and the 
public with respect to the problems of forest management.
Zube (1980) reports that, whereas planning reports adopted 
technical classification systems when describing the natural 
environment (using terms, for example, such as alluvial fan, 
northern hardwoods and oak savanna), users conceptualize the 
environment more simply in terms of potential experiential 
opportunities (referring for example, to hills, farms and 
forests (Palmer and Zube, 1976)).
With respect to differences among planners, parents and 
children, Lynch (1977) reports findings from 6 cities in 
different parts of the world. This research found that 
children and parents perceived similarly to each other and 
differently from planners. Referring specifically to 
Melbourne, Lynch reports that,
"The interviews with the planners proved more useful, both 
as indicators of ignorance or misperception, and as a way of
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finding out how environmental decisions are made."
and that’,
"The officials are, for the most part, well ignorant of what 
the children do. Despite the lack of use of existing 
facilities, the Australian planners think that space for 
organized team sport is needed most."
Hart (1979) gives other examples of differences in the 
perceptions of social scientists, planners and children, 
such as the following:
"One extremely important point environmental social 
scientists have failed to point out to designers, planners 
and developers, is the very small size of many of children's 
important landscape qualities. If environmental designers 
and planners wish to plan environments which anticipate the 
diversity of children's extremely limited free range of 
movement, they should create or preserve ah environment with 
much 'finer-grains' than the blanketlike suburbs and new 
towns which they have been providing to date."
One of the few case studies which focuses directly on role 
is an evaluation of a school carried out by Gerngross-Haas
(1982). She found that pupils, teachers, and other 
employees, all differed in their evaluations of their 
school, and that there were further differences within each 
group; for example, younger pupils prefer environments which 
allow for a variety of activities and considerable mobility, 
whereas older pupils prefer quiet spaces which provide 
privacy.
Gerngross-Haas identifies a difference not only in the 
levels of evaluation, but in the meaning of particular 
indicators. For example, she reports that:
"pupils assess the 'functionality' of their school setting 
spontaneously in relation to leisure, from the point of view 
of what they can actually do there . . . whereas 
teachers/adults assess functionality more abstractedly from 
a superior educational point of view."
This difference makes a similar distinction with respect to 
the content of evaluation, as does the example reported from 
Prestholdt et al (1976, p. 1:^) of the differences in the 
evaluations of a prison warden and a prison inmate.
This research has indicated that there are differences in 
the content of evaluation of different role-occupants as 
suggested in proposal 1 above (p. 1:2), and, especially that 
there is a major difference between the evaluations of 
providers and users. This is likely to have consequences for 
building users as outlined above (pp. l:llff), which have 
not been thoroughly explored in most of the above examples.
A more comprehensive approach to environmental evaluation is 
presented by Zube, in his book, 'Environmental Evaluation: 
Perception and Public Policy'. Zube (1980) discusses 
environmental evaluation in the context of public policy.
He presents a three-dimensional evaluation schema, ■
'as a framework for the design and review of evaluation 
studies'.
The three dimensions which Zube presents (fig. 2:1) are 
institutional, environmental and participatory, Figure 2:1
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makes it clear that Zube sees the actual power to determine 
the content of the evaluation and to use the information it
dimension. He states that,
"The choice of strategy or, in other words, how the study is
to be done, is obviously defined by why and for whom (for 
example, policy maker, administrator, planner, or designer) 
it is being done and by the goals and objectives."
INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
Purpose of evaluation Domain definition
______________ . Standards criteria
provides (or ignore it), as being within the institutional
Decision-makers Measurement and
Sources of funding 
Goals and Objectives
measurement system
PARTICIPATORY 
Individual characteristics 
Group characteristics 
Participation role 
User Identification
Figure 2:1: Zube (1980) - Evaluation Schema
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The role of the user in Zube's schema is not very powerful. 
However, Zube presents his model as a portrayal of present 
reality. He identifies clearly different elements of the 
evaluation process, and does consider role differences. The 
suggested characteristics of different role-groups to which 
Zube draws attention will be discussed in the following 
chapter, which develops the concept of role.
Canter and Rees (1982) present an approach to environmental 
evaluation which combines a theoretical model with extensive 
research findings. This model identifies a way in which to 
describe the content of evaluation, and also takes into 
account the possibility of variation in evaluation according 
to the role of the evaluator. Using the Facet Theory 
approach (Shye, 1978, Chapter 4) they have identified four 
facets with which to describe the degree of satisfaction 
with a particular target. They present these facets in the 
mapping sentence in Table 2:1.
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TABLE 2:1
Housing Satisfaction Mapping Sentence
(Canter & Rees, 1982)
The extent to which
<ROLE>
<1. Husband> (x) states that 
<2. Wife >
<LEVEL - L> <REFERENT - R>
<1. The house itself> <1. Social Contact>
<2. The location> is satisfactory for <2.. Space>
<3. The neighbourhood> <3. Services>
<FOCUS - F>
<1. Overall>
<2. In general>
<3. In particular>
■>
<1. Not really at all> 
<2. Not very>
<3. Slightly>
<4. Fairly>
<5. Quite a lot>
<6. Very Much>
<7. Very Much Indeed>
where (x) is an owner/occupier evaluating the place where 
he/she lives.
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Canter and Rees clearly see evaluation as a complex process, 
and realize that a multi-variate model is necessary to 
describe this process. They represent this model 
diagramatically as a cylinder (see smallest space analysis, 
chapter 8).
The model allows for variation in the content of evaluation 
with respect to what are termed the focus, the referent and 
the level of the evaluation. These are correspondingly: the 
degree of specificity of the features of the place being 
evaluated; the size of the place of evaluation; and the 
aspects of it which are being evaluated.
This exploration of the content of evaluation is especially 
important in connection with the inclusion of a .role facet. 
Canter et al found statistically significant differences in 
the way husbands and wives responded to their questionnaire 
concerned .with housing satisfaction, and that the wives 
gave,
"more social implications to the questions"
than did the husbands. This implies not only a difference in 
level of evaluation, but a difference in construed content. 
This model of evaluation is of considerable significance 
because it concerns itself directly and primarily with both 
role and the content of evaluation. It is a useful 
theoretical and empirical treatment of evaluation, and the 
perspective it offers will be considered when discussing the 
implications for evaluation of the research presented here.
This exploration of some of the evaluation literature
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suggests that there are differences in evaluation which are 
related to the roles of those who determine the indicators, 
or content, of evaluation. Environmental evaluation studies 
which take role-related differences into account indicate 
that:
(i) there is a major role-difference between providers 
and users (e.g. Lansing & Marans, 1969, p. 2:20? Side, 1977, 
p. 2:21; Willhite et al, 1973, p. 2:21)
(ii) there are also differences within each of these major 
groups (e.g. Marans and Spreckelmeyer 1981, p. 2:17; 
Gerngross-Haas, 1982, p. 2:22; Canter et al, 1982, p. 2:25).
(iii) the differences are not just in the level of 
evaluation, but in the indicators of evaluation considered 
important (e.g. Broady, 1968, pp.2:20; Lynch, 1977, p. 2:21; 
Gerngross-Haas, 1982, p. 2:22).
(iv) there is a tendency for the content of providers' 
evaluations to be in 'technical language' (e.g. Palmer and 
Zube, 1976, p. 2:21, Sandahl, 1974, pp. 3:14ff).
(v) there is a tendency for the content of user 
evaluations to be in simpler 'experiential' terms, (e.g. 
Palmer and Zube, 1976, p. 2:21; Sandahl, 1974, pp. 3:14ff).
These tendencies suggest that there are. differences.in the 
content of evaluation which are consistently related to 
role. This possibility will be explored further in the 
following chapter in the context of the concept of role.
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CHAPTER 3: ROLES AND THEIR ASSOCIATED CHARACTERISTICS
Research Associated with the Concept of Role
Role has been introduced above (p. 1:7) as a label which 
summarizes factors affecting the content of evaluation. A 
person's role-label summarizes both a role-occupant1s 
present function and experiences; and a previous history of 
factors which predisposed an individual to occupy a certain 
role. This chapter will explore further the concept of role 
and attempt to identify those role-related characteristics 
which may influence the content of evaluation.
Since the concept of role was introduced (Cooley and Mead, 
1934, p.1:7) a large body of literature has grown up, 
concerned with role theory and related research. Much of it 
has emphasized the structural aspects of role relationships, 
and roles have tended to be identified independently of 
content. This structural emphasis is reflected in Sherif's 
(1969) statement that:
"Probably the most weighty and limiting dimension in any 
human .group is the power dimension" (Sherif, 1969, emphasis 
added).
This focus is reflected in both laboratory and field 
research concerned with role-relationships. For example 
Sherif has used the autokinetic phenomenon and similarly 
unstructured tasks to establish the influence of different 
role-occupants. Peers and superiors have been compared in 
the laboratory (Sampson 1968, Sherif 1969) and the emergence 
of leaders in boys' camps has been studied (Sherif, 1969).
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Similar themes have been emphasized in sociological work 
which identifies gang leaders emerging in small groups 
(Sherif, 1969) .
Literature which considers role within the context of real 
organizations is superficially more promising; since within 
an organization there exists a collection of role-occupants 
whose background characteristics and current experiences can 
be identified; and whose evaluations can be ascertained with 
respect to a common object. Indeed a coherent system of 
roles, relating to a common goal, or at least a common 
function, is one of the characteristics used by 
organizational psychology to define an organization. Sherif 
(1969) identifies the following three characteristics as 
being common elements of definitions of organizations:
1. Interdependence of parts
2. Serving some purpose
3. Showing evidence of role differentiation
Elements 2 and 3 are particularly important with respect to 
the relationship between role and evaluation. It could 
perhaps be hoped that literature concerned with roles within 
organizations would explore how the differentiation of roles 
has led to a differentiation in goals and a parallel 
differentiation in evaluation.
Unfortunately, although there is a large body of research 
concerned with the study of organizations, it has been 
characterized by a general and confused approach (Markus, 
1967). There has been again an emphasis on structure and 
rationalism, and a neglect of studies of organizational 
functions and, goals as noted by Perrow as long ago as 1961:
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"Studies of morale,. turnover, informal organization, 
communication, supervisory practices etc. have been guided 
by an over-rationalistic point of view wherein goals are 
taken for granted, and the most effective ordering of 
resources and personnel is seen as the only problematical 
issue" (Litterer, 1963).
This emphasis on effectiveness parallels the situation 
described more recently with respect to much evaluation 
research (Wineman, 1982, p. 2:14). It is a further 
indication of how little concern there has been with the 
consequences of role differences for users and consumers.
The literature concerning organizations is helpful, however, 
in introducing the concept of division of labour, which 
helps to provide an understanding of how these role 
differences developed. Such an understanding may contribute 
to the identification of those role-related characteristics 
which are likely to influence the content of evaluation.
The Development of Role Differentiation
The principle of division of labour was identified very 
early in the study of organizations. Babbage (1832) 
suggested that this occurred:
"at an early stage in society; for it must have been 
apparent, that a larger number of comforts and conveniences 
could be acquired by each individual, if one man restricted 
his occupation to the art of making bows, another to that of 
building houses, a third boats, and so on". (Litterer, 1963, 
Vol.l).
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This is partially an economic justification, but the
adoption of division of labour had far reaching 
psychological and sociological implications. Division of 
labour was accompanied by a change in people's perceptions 
of themselves and each other. This process of role
differentiation has resulted in a highly complex society in
which goods and services are produced by organizations of 
complex role networks. It has been suggested above 
(pp.2:5ff) that within these networks develop role-related 
evaluations which are different in content from the 
evaluations of the consumers of services or goods 
(pp.2:20ff); and that these differences in evaluation have 
significant consequences for the experiences of those who 
are using or consuming a product (pp.1:Ilff).
This process of role differentiation and its possible 
consequences can be more thoroughly explored in a specific 
context, in which the occupants of different roles are 
interacting within a particular system. This provides an 
opportunity to identify the activities of different 
role-occupants; and to examine how the activities of each
role-occupant affect others occupying roles within the same 
system. The following sections of this chapter trace the 
differentiation of roles with respect to one particular 
environmental setting, that of housing.
After considering one specific setting, the process of role 
differentiation will be examined further with respect to one 
specific role, that of the architect. Architecture is a 
clearly identifiable profession, and there is some evidence 
to suggest that the environmental evaluations of architects 
are consistently related to their professional roles. After 
discussion of this evidence, the characteristics of
professions in general and of other provider and user roles 
will be considered. The arguments and literature in the 
first three chapters of this thesis will then be taken into 
consideration in the identification of role-related 
characteristics which may influence the content of 
evaluation.
The development of roles within the housing system is a 
particularly important illustration of this process, since 
it has had far-reaching consequences for most occupants of 
housing in our society.
The Development of Housing
The earliest homes were built with little or no role 
differentiation. In the specific context of housing, the 
providers and users of the earliest buildings were one and 
the same person. They built their own homes to suit their 
own needs to the limits of their ability. Examples of such 
folk architecture still exist. Rapoport (1969) cites the 
Eskimo winter igloo and summer tent; "the mud and stone 
houses of the desert belts of the Old and New Worlds; and 
the dwellings of the humid tropics, with their raised 
floors, wide eaves and no walls." These homes were all 
designed to fit the particular combinations of evaluative 
criteria considered important by the users, and provide 
evidence that, when designers, builders and users are not 
differentiated, the evaluative criteria of users are 
fulfilled within the constraints of ability.
As societies developed, some of the advantages of division 
of labour, as identified by Babbage (1832, p.3:3) became
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apparent. Vernacular architecture developed, whereby homes 
were designed and built by craftsmen for users.
This differentiation of roles resulted in a differentiation 
of perspectives. The evaluations of craftsmen and users may 
be overlapping, but they cannot be identical. The craftsman- 
builder is almost certain to consider supporting himself and 
his dependants to be one of his objectives, if not the 
primary one; but this is unlikely to be the major concern of 
the user.
However, it is still likely to be the case that 
builder-craftsman and user "share a common culture" (Langdon 
1966), so that evaluative criteria considered relevant 
during design will coincide quite well with issues 
identified as important by users. The degree to which 
providers and users shared a common perspective in 15th and 
16th Century England is reflected in the highly successful 
timber-framed yeoman's houses common at that time. (Braun 
1962).
Before the industrial revolution little further role 
differentiation occurred with respect to the building of 
most housing for ordinary people. A sudden urgent need to 
house workers in large numbers near industrial sites at 
least possible damage to profits, changed the situation 
dramatically. A major new role group, the factory owners, 
was created. This group provided housing for their workers, 
and it was the owners' priorities, which were chiefly 
economic, which were reflected in the housing produced. The 
resulting housing - row upon row of poorly built and 
serviced back-to-backs - certainly did not adequately meet 
the needs of the users.
However the demand for housing continued to increase at an 
accelerating rate with the enormous increase in population 
during this century. Housing for the working classes became 
the responsibility of the local authorities, by the Housing 
and Town Planning Act of 1919. This had two very important 
consequences for those who were to become ’council tenants'.
1. The provision of housing became the responsibility of 
an organization of housing providers, who were clearly 
distinct from housing users.
2. The Local Authorities began to'commission architects,
members of a profession with very particular backgrounds and
experiences, to design housing for a group of users very
different from themselves. The development of architecture
as a profession will now be outlined.
\
The Development of Architecture
The development of predisposing factors which are shared by 
all occupants of a particular role takes place over a period 
of centuries in society and over a period of years in the 
individual. The indicators of evaluation which are important 
to the architectural profession became established with the 
development of Grand Architecture. This is different from 
vernacular architecture in the following ways:
1. The primary objective of building is to produce a
monument, so the symbolic, visual aspects -of design are most 
important, (see, for example, Frampton, 1980).
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2. Buildings are therefore large and complex.
3. Buildings are designed by one or more people whose 
function is to design and to monitor construction. These 
people, the architects, are a separate group from the 
builders, who do not make significant design decisions.
Circumstances allowed the architectural profession the 
luxury of evolving its own particular design perspective, 
with an emphasis on visual creativity and originality. There 
are many examples of Grand Architecture which have been 
built as monuments, and in which the designers have clearly 
been influenced by particular architectural styles developed 
by other members of their reference group. The epitome of 
Grand Architecture are the stately homes of the 17th and 
18th Centuries, which were sometimes too uncomfortable to 
actually live in (Braun, 1962). Architecturally, as judged 
by the architects' reference group, these buildings were 
magnificent. They were designed by men who were more 
interested in works of art than in convenient homes; and for 
men with similar interests since, to a certain extent, 
architects and clients shared common reference groups (Peel 
(1972), and hence based their evaluations upon similar 
indicators.
The employment of architects by Local Authorities changed 
this situation. For the first time the architectural 
p r o f e s s i o n  b e g a n  to r e c o g n i z e  the a r c h i t e c t u r a l  
possibilities in the creation of housing estates. Previously 
houses designed by architects had been individually 
commissioned by the relatively wealthy. But now money and 
scope for original design was provided by proposals of 
housing estates for the working classes. Le Corbusier
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probably had more influence than any other architect on the 
application of "grand design" to lower middle and working 
class housing. His diverse notions about such housing are 
represented by his skyscraper plans (1923), his 'vertical 
village1 concept (1933), and his famous low rise project at 
Pessac ( Boudon, 1969).
The Consequences of Role Differentiation
The converse side of what the architectural profession saw 
as an opportunity was the loss of the individual 
relationship between architects and users. As Lipman puts it 
(1974):
"The development of a mass clientele has altered the 
personal relationships of the past, and now architects find 
themselves separated from those for whom they design in two 
decisive ways: socially and administratively they are no
longer.in close contact with the mass of building users and 
occupants."
Lipman goes on to cite evidence that social differentiation 
with respect to architects and users has become far more 
marked in this century. Architects themselves still belong 
to the middle classes, but users belong to different 
socioeconomic classes. Users of Local Authority housing 
belong chiefly to the working classes. Their backgrounds and 
experiences are very different from those of the people who 
design their homes.
The difference between users and architects to which Lipman 
refers is particularly important in this context, because it
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relates to consistent differences in evaluation between the 
two groups. Belonging to, or aspiring to belong to a 
particular reference group implies identifying with the 
values and objectives of that group. As mentioned above, 
Grand Architecture was first designed largely with the 
objective of creating a monument. Sommer (1974) criticizes 
the emphasis on aesthetic criteria when it is extended to 
'non-monumental buildings':
"Architecture is not a pure art; it is an applied art. The 
description of buildings as great hollow sculpture ignores 
their role in providing shelter, amenity, and satisfaction 
for occupants as well as for visitors, passersby, and 
neighbourhood residents. The sculptural model is valid for 
true monuments. No one would attempt to evaluate the 
suitability of the Lincoln Memorial or Grant's Tomb as an 
office building or residence. Architectural critics who 
apply sculptural values to apartment buildings, banks, and 
airport terminals, however, are off their legitimate turf.
If they, want to discuss non-monumental buildings, they will 
have to use a different set of standards which includes the 
comfort and satisfaction of the occupants and other people 
concerned with a building."
Alexander cites particular examples of buildings which have 
been designed with clarity of form as the primary concern 
with a resulting conflict between the evaluative criteria of 
designers and users (1964):
"Let us consider a few famous modern houses for the moment, 
from the point of view of their good fit. Mies Van der 
Rohe's Farnsworth House, though marvellously clear, and
3:10
organized under the impulse of certain tight formal rules, 
is certainly not a triumph economically or from the point of 
view of the Illinois floods (1956, Hilbersheimer) ... Even
Le Corbusier in the Villa Savoie, for example, or in the 
Marseilles apartments, achieves his clarity of form at the 
expense of certain elementary comforts and conveniences." 
(Collins 1960).
The above account of the development of the architectural 
profession suggests that there are certain processes 
associated with membership of a profession which influence 
evaluation. Most notably, there is the process of training, 
which is of vital importance to the survival of the 
profession. There is evidence (Goode, 1957) to suggest that 
members of a profession are extremely influential in 
controlling:
(i) the identity of those who are selected for training 
for a particular profession.
(ii) the process of training itself.
Members and aspiring members of a profession adopt the 
indicators of evaluation of that profession before or during 
their training. This survival mechanism is described by 
Deasy (1974), reporting a study of professions by Goode 
(1957):
"The members of a profession are bound by a sense of 
identity, they speak a common language that is only partly 
understood by outsiders, they share values in common, and 
the community exercises some degree of power over its 
members. While they do not produce their next generation
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biologically, through one kind of selection or another they 
do exercise a substantial degree of control on who the next 
generation will be. Through community action they are able 
to establish standards of education and performance for 
their members and to influence legislation relating to their 
profession."
Training as a Factor affecting Evaluation
Goode's reference to the establishment of "standards of 
education and performance" is very important. It focuses on 
the individual adoption of a group perspective, and hence, 
the adoption of particular indicators of evaluation.
Returning again to the specific example of architecture, two 
mechanisms appear to be contributing largely to the 
formation of the architect's professional perspective. One 
is the reference group mechanism, whereby the would-be 
architect aspires to belong to the group of architects. 
Architects become for him a reference group, whose values 
and objectives he aspires to adopt. To enable him to do 
this more fully he requires a certain amount of knowledge. 
This is provided according to established "standards of 
education and performance." So training becomes a second 
mechanism which ensures that architecture students adopt a 
particular, role-related evaluative perspective.
Hershberger's (1970) comparison of three groups of students, 
architects, pre-architects and non-architects, supports the 
hypothesis that training influences evaluation. He found 
pre-architects to be generally similar to non-architects, 
and both to be different from architecture students, in 
their attribution of meaning to selected architectural
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environments.
Leff and Deutsch (1973) used the repertory grid technique to 
compare environmental constructs of architecture and 
planning students with those of other graduates. They found 
that:
"constructs dealing with the ethnic, socioeconomic, 
lifestyle characteristics of the people who inhabit 
particular environments, are likely to be employed almost 
solely by lay people. These human qualities were almost 
completely absent from the construct systems of the 
architects and planners."
Hershberger (1974) makes the point with respect to his 
findings that:
"If the results could be generalized to architectural 
education as a whole, the implications would bid ill for the 
architect's predictive powers. The architect might be one of 
the worst persons to predict how laymen, the users of his 
buildings, would represent and respond to what he designs. 
In addition, because the groups compared at Penn were very 
similar in nearly all respects - ethnically, educationally, 
geographically, agewise, and economically - a person can 
only wonder about the vast differences which might pertain 
when these other factors are considered."
Hershberger's conclusion indicates that the occupation of a 
particular role may be of great importance if it
distinguishes the evaluations of architects from those of 
people similar to them in many respects other than role. In 
an unusual and insightful exploration of 'environmental
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constructs and responses' specifically in relation to the 
role orientations of the participants, Sandahl (1974) makes 
an even stronger claim for the influence of role.
"Role prescriptions are learned and frequently internalized 
by the individual so as to become his own personal model or 
construct of the situation."
This statement appears to assume that occupation of a 
particular role can outweigh completely a person's 
individual characteristics which is a very strong position 
to take (see p. l:6ff above). Nevertheless Sandahl makes a 
persuasive case for the enormous significance of role with 
respect to at least some targets of evaluation.
Sandahl used four simulated layouts of police stations, and 
asked participants to place model figures and furniture 
within each of them in such a way as to represent four 
typical scenarios. The participants comprised two groups of 
policemen, and a group of lay people of similar ages. 
Sandahl found many differences between the two groups, which 
can be summarized as follows: policemen responded to the
activity as experts giving advice whereas lay people showed 
greater variation - for example 87% of police configurations 
placed persons in custody in a corner, whereas only 43% of 
citizens' did so; and 86% of police configurations 
restricted the access between, public and police areas, 
whereas only 23% of citizens' did so.
One of the significant points about Sandahl's research is 
its implications for the influence of role on evaluation 
with respect to particular targets. Sandahl distinguishes 
between 3 aspects of the relationships depicted in the
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scenarios he used: technical, for example, between a
ppliceman and a person he is fingerprinting; professional, 
focussing on the use of space that relates to "interactions 
between policemen and other actors"; and cultural, 
concerning relationships that are ’generally applicable to a 
variety of social situations1, such as parent-child and 
high-status - low status interactions. Sandahl found that 
differences in responses between policemen and lay people 
were greatest with respect to technical matters and least 
noticeable with respect to 'cultural1 indicators. This 
finding suggests that the significance of role in evaluation 
depends upon the target of evaluation. A role may have a 
particular 'range of influence'.
This concept requires some clarification. The occupation of 
a particular role determines a specific type of interaction 
with particular people and/or products (Sarbin, 1954, p. 
1:7), but not with all people and/or products. For example, 
the role 'policeman' suggests a type of interaction with 
police stations, but may not suggest a type of interaction 
with gardening books. The role 'gardener' is more likely to 
suggest a particular type of interaction with gardening 
books than with police stations. An architect's evaluation 
of, for example, the taste of ice-cream, may or may not be 
similar in content to the evaluations of other architects; 
whereas, it is suggested, his evaluations of buildings are 
likely to be more similar in content to those of architects 
than of non-architects, as suggested by Hershberger's (1970, 
p. 3:12) study of students. Buildings are within the range 
of influence of the role of architect, but it is suggested 
that ice-cream probably is not. For both providers and users 
of any target of evaluation, the occupation of the provider 
or user role suggests a particular type of interaction with
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respect to that target. The target can be said to be within 
the range of influence of evaluation of the role. This 
concept is considered further in discussion of research 
findings.
Sandahl reinforces the point made by Hershberger (1974, p. 
3:13) with respect to architecture, that learning is of 
considerable importance in the development of evaluations 
consistently related to a particular role:
"These involve a stable behavioural code (the role) which 
the user (an actor) must learn, and which function as a 
social context within which actions occur and are 
interpreted."
There is clearly a difference between learning and training 
(Evans, 1981) and the formal training given to providers who 
are members of the recognized professions is not available 
to many of the other providers. In the specific context 'of 
housing, the "Education and Training for Housing Work 
Project" (1976) found that only 6% of local authority 
housing staff held relevant qualifications. Training of 
other housing staff usually takes the form of being shown 
what to do, in stages, by a more experienced member of 
staff. However, it is proposed that the process of passing 
on values also occurs during this less formal training. For 
example, demonstrations of 'what to do1 may be accompanied 
by justifications and explanations by which the more 
experienced worker passes on his or her role-related content 
of evaluation to the trainee.
However, although it has been possible to explore the 
characteristics of professionals, there appears to be little
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literature concerning the characteristics of other 
providers, except that already cited, largely in the context 
of evaluation research (Chapter 2). Zube (1980) does report 
some differences, but he concentrates chiefly on the 
differences between scientists and decision-makers in 
general, which rather glosses over differences among 
providers. The work he reports does nevertheless suggest 
that role-related differences are likely to be to some 
extent a function of training, and to influence the content 
of evaluation. For example, he reports Ostrander's (1974) 
suggestion that,
"the designer's reliance on visual modes of cognizing and 
communicating and the behavioural scientist's reliance on 
semantic modes represent two distinct professional cultures 
and that these differences may create stress when 
communications are attempted. This argument is also relevant 
to communications between designers and decision-makers."
Zube also reports a study by the Institute for Social 
Research (Caplan et al, 1975) which suggests that there are:'
"different approaches to problems and problem-solving by 
decision-makers and' scientists. For example, decision-makers 
have a primary responsibility for the resolution of problems 
- that is, for instituting the kinds of changes that will 
bring about a set of conditions perceived to be better in 
some way than, those that previously existed. Scientists, 
however, are frequently more interested in understanding the 
nature of the problem than in effecting change."
Like many of the other studies discussed (e.g. Broady, 1968, 
p. 2:20; Lynch, 1977, p. 2:21) this literature points to a
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difference in content as well as in level of evaluation. 
Zube indicates that the differences and the problems they 
cause are partly a result of training, and states that:
"Efforts to reduce these differences are noticeable in 
educational programs in which environmental psychology or 
sociology courses enrol students from both the planning and 
design professions as well as the sciences."
Research Proposals
Various strands of evidence about role-related differences 
in evaluation have been presented in the foregoing chapters. 
Consideration of this literature as a whole in the light of 
the arguments which have been developed suggests the 
following specific proposals:
1. People differ in their evaluations of a given target.
2. Differences in evaluation can occur with respect to:
(i) the content of evaluation, as evidenced by the 
indicators of evaluation considered important;
(ii) the level of evaluation;
3. Differences both in content and in level of evaluation
are related in part to the roles which people occupy with 
respect to the target of evaluation.
4. There is a major difference between the evaluations of
providers and users.
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Much evaluation literature (pp. 2:20ff) makes a distinction 
between two major types of roles, which are often referred 
to as provider roles and user roles.
Those occupying provider roles are associated with the 
provision of the target of evaluation, and often with its 
control and management during use. They are in a 
decision-making capacity, and exercise power over the nature 
and existence of the target of evaluation. (Knight and 
Campbell, 1980). Those occupying user roles use, experience 
or consume the target of evaluation. They are unlikely to 
have very much control over the nature of the product, and 
they may have little control over whether or not they 'use* 
it (Knight and Campbell, 1980).
It is proposed there are major differences between the 
indicators of evaluation used spontaneously by providers, 
and those used spontaneously by users, with respect to 
relevant targets of evaluation.
5. Differences also exist within each of these major 
groups (p. 2:28). The greater the differences between 
role-occupants, in, for example, role-related training and 
role content, the greater the differences in the indicators 
of evaluation which they consider important.
6. Exploration of the literature concerned with the 
characteristics of different roles (pp. 3:9ff) suggests that 
role-titles act as labels which summarize the training and 
experiences of role-occupants. It is proposed that both 
training and experience and the reference group mechanism 
are likely to affect the content and level of evaluation.
3:19
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7. Differences in the indicators of evaluation of 
providers and users have significant consequences for the 
experiences of users (pp. lsllff).
Some of these proposals are summarized in the model of 
evaluation presented in Figure 3:1. To explore the 
implications of such a model empirically requires an 
approach which can accommodate the complexities of the real 
world. Much evaluation research tends to oversimplify and 
assume a more basic model of evaluation, as Weiss (1973, p. 
1:13) and others (for example, Warren, 1973, p. 1:13) have 
suggested. However, the nature and effects of role-related 
differences in evaluation can only be clearly understood if 
they are identified and explored in a specified context. To 
obtain such information requires a comprehensive study of a 
particular environmental system over a period of time. Such 
an approach has been referred to above (pp. 1:18-19) as an 
environmental case study approach.
The Need for a Specific Context
The practical difficulties of adopting the case study 
approach can act as a deterrent to comprehensive research 
(p.l:13). It can be slow and time-consuming; and there is 
always the risk that generalization of findings is difficult 
to substantiate. However, if research is concerned 
principally with content, it cannot be researched other than 
in a specific context. The relationship between the content 
of role and of evaluation is widespread in its existence, 
but specific in its manifestation. Research conducted in a 
specific context is necessary to come to some understanding
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of how the content of role is related to evaluation, and of 
the consequences of such a relationship. The dangers of the 
specific approach can be reduced provided the general nature 
of the problem being studied is clearly identified.
Housing as a Target of Evaluation
The specific context chosen for this research is the local 
authority (LA) housing system of an inner London borough. 
The housing system was felt to be a suitable context for 
study, since the consequences of role differentiation within 
this system are particularly marked and far-reaching. 
Evidence of these consequences became apparent to the author 
during research carried out in the context of an MSc. 
dissertation (Walker, 1976). LA housing was specifically 
chosen because it supplies a common target which acts as a 
focus of evaluation for providers and users within an 
organization.
The specific housing system explored, and the research 
questions derived from the above model, are described below 
(Chapter 6ff), after discussion of the methodological 
implications of the environmental case-study approach.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The above chapters have described the question with which 
this thesis is concerned - the relationship between role and 
the content of evaluation. Any understanding of the nature 
of this relationship requires careful study in a specific 
context, as has been suggested above (pp. 1:18-19, pp. 
3:21-22). Methods of data collection and analysis which 
would not destroy the advantages of this approach were 
required. Over-emphasis on quantitative methodology would 
render the study meaningless. Filstead (1970), introducing 
his book on qualitative methodology, quotes Blumer (1969) as 
follows:
"The overwhelming bulk of what passes today as methodology 
is made up of such preoccupations ‘as the following: the
devising and use of sophisticated research techniques., 
usually of advanced statistical character, the construction 
of logical and mathematical models, all too frequently 
guided by the criterion of elegance, the elaboration of 
formal schemes such as input-output analysis, system 
analysis and stochastic analysis, studious conformity to the 
canons of research design; and the promotion of particular 
procedures, such as survey research, as the method of 
scientific study."
Blumer states the dangers of over-quantification' very 
clearly. An over-statistical approach to the behavioural 
sciences arose partly as a reaction to the very subjective
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nature of early research. Over-subjectivity can produce 
findings which are unreliable and/or difficult to 
generalize. The latter is also one of the dangers of the 
case-study approach. An attempt has therefore been made in 
this study to choose methods of data collection and analysis 
which strike a balance between the two extremes.
A comparison of role-related characteristics and the content 
of evaluation requires that data be available, so that the 
latter can be analyzed, in the context of the former. It 
becomes necessary to consider what form of data will most 
accurately represent content of evaluation. Content of 
evaluation is not to be described in the abstract, but in 
the context of a particular evaluator and a particular 
target of evaluation. Both of these can be specified when 
data is being collected; but to be more specific would 
prejudge the indicators of evaluation important to different 
role-occupants and possibly reduce the validity of the data.
Methods of data collection range along a dimension of 
quantiflability. At one extreme are the methods such as 
psychophysical scaling (for example Swets, 1964) in which 
responses are often given as numerical scores. At the other 
extreme are the methods such as participant observation (for 
example Becker, 1956) in which data is collected by living 
in and holding conversations about a particular situation. 
The methods at one extreme produce data which are easy to 
analyze, but which require unnatural.responses. The methods 
at the other extreme allow people to respond more naturally 
but the data so obtained one. far more difficult to analyze 
and interpret. There have been endless debates in the social 
sciences about this trade-off of richness of data and ease 
of analysis.
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For example, in the context of evaluation research, Wortman 
(1983) describes the debate about validity in terms of 
attacks and counter-attacks, with, on the one hand, 
researchers like Cook and Campbell (1979) advocating strong 
research methods, particularly randomized experiments; and, 
on the other, researchers like Cronbach and his associates 
(1980), who feel that,
"Much that is written on evaluation recommends some one 
'scientifically rigorous1 plan. Evaluations should, however, 
take many forms, and less rigorous approaches have value in 
many circumstances."
The decision about the particular compromise chosen for 
particular research must depend largely upon the research 
question and context.
For this particular study, much of the data have been 
collected by open-ended interviews and analyzed using 
content analysis, from which correlation coefficients have 
been obtained. The correlation coefficients have been 
interpreted with the help of non-parametric significance 
tests and some facet theory (p. 4:5ff) analysis routines.
The major part of these data collection and analysis 
procedures is the content analysis (CA) technique. The 
following chapter is concerned with a discussion of this 
technique. The other procedures are discussed below.
Open-Ended Interviews
This case-study of the relationship between role and 
evaluation requires that the evaluations of a common target 
be elicited from people who have meaningful and differing 
roles with respect to that object. A crucial feature of the 
data collection is that it does not specify the content of 
evaluation, since this is one of the major variables being 
studied. Any method of obtaining the content of evaluation, 
other than open-ended questions which do not restrict the 
possible responses, may prevent the evaluator from 
identifying for him/herself the content of his/her 
evaluation with respect to a specific target. Scales or 
ratings of previously selected issues are therefore 
inappropriate for this particular research question.
Nevertheless there needs to be a data collection procedure 
which establishes, in a uniform manner for all 
role-occupants, the following:
(i) the target of evaluation;
(ii) the evaluative nature of the data required.
The open-ended interview which asks standard general 
questions and leaves the respondent free to answer in a 
natural manner preserves the richness of the data while 
maintaining a uniformity of approach. This method produces 
data which is more difficult to interpret. Meaningful 
interpretation relies upon a clear and careful content 
analysis of the responses to the interview questions. Since 
this study requires a relatively unconstrained and 
straightforward method of data collection, the procedures
for analyzing the data require more care. Content analysis 
(CA) is therefore discussed at some length in the following 
chapter.
Correlation Coefficients
CA transforms the data into a form which is relatively easy 
to manipulate. Correlation coefficients are used to examine 
relationships and patterns in the data. They cannot be used 
to demonstrate cause and effect, which would be too 
ambitious an aim for a study such as this, in a complex and 
relatively unexplored area. Correlation coefficients can 
however help in the meaningful interpretation of the data 
particularly in conjunction with the extremely useful 
multivariate analysis techniques associated with Facet 
Theory.
The Facet Theory Approach
This study has made -use of techniques of data analysis which 
have been developed in association with a particular 
metatheoretical approach. The analysis routines described in 
chapters 7 and 8 belong to a family of programmes which have 
been developed by Guttman, Lingoes and others (Lingoes, 
1973) to analyse data in such a way that it specifically 
tests hypotheses set up within the general framework of 
Facet Theory (FT). FT is a metatheory developed by Louis 
Guttman (1958). Guttman defines a theory as:
"a hypothesis of a correspondence between a definitional 
system for a universe of observations and an aspect of the
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empirical structure of those observations, together with a 
rationale for such a hypothesis."
Guttman's criticism of the practice and the consequences of 
failing to establish sound definitional systems is 
summarized by Shye (1978) as follows:
"Unfortunately, social and psychological investigators, in 
their attempt to attain the rigour of the physical sciences, 
often resort prematurely to quantitative trimmings in their 
studies while neglecting another feature essential to all 
empirical science: formulating a reliable definitional basis 
for carrying out observations. Thus, elaborate statistical 
methods are often used to analyze observations whose 
(usually unexplicated) definitional basis is extremely weak. 
As a result, meaningful replications of empirical studies 
are usually impossible and little knowledge is actually 
accumulated toward the formulation of scientific laws."
This criticism echoes some of the criticisms made of 
evaluation research, and described in Chapter 2, above.
Shye states further that :
"First, the definitional system for collecting observations 
must specify the essential facets for which a partner is to 
be sought in the empirical data. ...
Second, concerning the aspect of the empirical structure of 
the observations, an open mind should be maintained about 
what kinds of such aspects could participate in a fruitful 
linkage with definitional systems. Adhering to an aspect of 
reality chosen in advance without weighing its potential for
coupling with definitional systems may hinder or prevent the 
discovery of laws.
....the process of discovering laws may be an arduous 
negotiation between the two parts of a theory, the 
definitional and the empirical, and therefore imagination 
and effort must be channelled toward the coupling as such, 
regarding each of the parts as a negotiator, willing to 
creatively modify, shift, remould or turnabout its position 
in order to reach an agreement. That in some cases we end up 
with a definitional system or with an aspect of empirical 
observations which differs from the one with which we 
started may be a reflection of our ignorance before finding 
the law. In the final analysis, the rewards that accrue from 
dependable general laws are likely to be far reaching in 
terms of scientific understanding as well as practical 
applications."
The FT emphasis on the ne'ed to formulate a clear 
definitional system and relate it to an empirical structure 
has influenced the conceptual approach to the research 
reported here. In a discussion of 'The Potential of Facet 
Theory for Applied Social Psychology1, Canter (1983a) refers 
to a number of features of the 'real world' which applied 
research should recognize. Of particular relevance here, in 
the light of the evaluation literature discussed above (see, 
for example, Chapter 2), is the following point:
"The complexity of the physical and social environment 
outside of the laboratory is the main reason why those 
interested in the rigorous testing of theories have 
typically shunned field-studies. The converse of this, 
however, has not been so logically followed. This is the
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requirement of field-based research, especially if it is 
problem-oriented, to incorporate a number of variables into 
its explorations in any study. The process of isolating 
variables for examination in the field by controlling the 
conditions under which they occur, say by selecting sites in 
which potentially "contaminating" variables are absent, 
ignores the fact that to the person wishing to act upon the 
results of research those theoretical "contaminants" may 
well be the very reason for requiring research assistance".
For reasons discussed above (pp. 4:Iff) the research 
reported here studies the relationship between role and 
evaluation in a field setting using 6pen-ended data. This 
requires an approach which can accommodate data whichdne (a) 
multivariate and (b) qualitative. The analysis techniques 
associated with facet theory have been consciously developed 
to meet these requirements, and have therefore been drawn 
upon wherever the author has felt that they could usefully 
contribute to the presentation and interpretation of the 
data. The methods of FT analysis used in the interpretation 
of this research are described (Chapters 7 and 8) in the 
context of specific data.
CHAPTER 5: CONTENT ANALYSIS
Development and Applications
Content Analysis (CA) has developed in several different 
disciplines in response to the need to structure large 
amounts of unstructured material in specific ways to answer 
specific questions. History, Literature, Sociology, 
Communications Studies and Psychology have all included 
studies which use CA as a major method of analysis.
Systematic analysis of the content of data began on a large 
scale with studies of newspapers during the first decades of 
this century. This analysis was undiscriminating in its 
approach. Krippendorff (1980) reports that,
"By simply measuring the column inches a newspaper devoted 
to particular subject matters, journalists attempted to 
reveal 'the truth about newspapers' (Street, 1909), believed 
they had found a way of showing, the profit motive as the 
cause of 'cheap yellow journalism' (Wilcox, 1900), became 
convinced that they had established 'the influence of 
newspaper presentations on the growth of crime and other 
antisocial activity' (Fenton, 1910), or concluded that a 
'quarter-century survey of the press content shows demand 
for facts' (White, 1924)".
As different disciplines began to be interested in CA*, the 
disadvantages of these very superficial, over-quantitative 
applications became apparent. The development of a more 
sophisticated approach to CA was greatly helped by its 
further development for analyzing propaganda material during
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World War II. Carney (1972) goes as far as to say that,
"World War II did for CA what World War I did for I.Q. 
Testing."
Krippendorff (1980) includes the following among the 
"lessons learned from this application of CA",
"1. that content is not an absolute or objective quality 
of communication. Sender and receiver may radically differ 
in the way particular broadcasts are interpreted;
2. that the analyst, looking 'beyond the surface' of
propaganda messages, makes predictions or inferences about 
phenomena without enjoying direct access to them;
3'. that in order to interpret or to make sense of
propaganda messages, elaborate models of the system in which 
such communications took place were needed;
4. that quantitative indicators are extremely insensitive
and shallow in providing political insights."
This list suggests that, even as long ago as the 1940's, the 
importance of a technique which could help to interpret 
complex qualitative data systematically was beginning to be 
realized.
These insights into the correct application of CA were built 
upon in the years following World War II. Berelson (1952) 
provided an important contribution with his review of CA and 
handbook on CA technique.
The potential of systematic CA procedures was beginning to 
be realized by anthropologists, historians, students of 
literature, political scientists, sociologists, and 
especially by psychologists.
Krippendorff (1980) gives three major applications of CA in 
psychology:
"1. The analysis of verbal records to discover
motivational, psychological or personality characteristics.
2. CA of qualitative data gathered in the form of answers 
to open-ended questions, verbal responses to tests, and TAT 
stories.
3. Studies of the process of communication in which
content is an integral part."
This study uses content analysis for the second of these 
purposes specifically to analyze qualitative data in 
response to open-ended questions. CA enables the richness of 
this type of data to be preserved while transforming it into 
a form amenable to statistical analysis.
By the mid to late 1950's, Pool (1959), discussing the first
conference on CA, was able to report that content analysts
were no longer content to make simple frequency counts of 
words while ignoring their contexts. Researchers of all 
disciplines were realizing that both frequency counts and 
inferences from CA of verbal material had to be made in 
context.
The introduction of computer analysis of content during the
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late 1950's and 1960's held both advantages and dangers for 
the development of the technique. On the one hand,
programmes could be written which saved hours of tedious, 
repetitive work and avoided bias in the coding of
information. On the other hand, the temptation to count word 
frequencies out of context, of which analysts had become 
aware, had to be even more carefully resisted where 
inapplicable. It has become recognized that computer 
analysis of texts can be very useful in certain
circumstances. It has provided word frequency counts which 
distinguish styles of writing, periods of history and types 
of documents. Carefully written programmes, such as the 
'General Inquirer' system (Stone et al, 1966) have been
fruitfully used in the analysis of material as diverse as 
political documents, classical literature, folk tales, and 
interviews with psychiatric patients. However as
Krippendorff (1980, p. 128) states,
"it seems difficult to compute meanings and implications and 
to draw inferences for all possible situations or worlds."
Computer analysis of content can be useful but cannot always 
replace analysis by hand, especially in the initial stages 
of research in a particular area. Computer CA would not be 
appropriate for the first stage of analysis of the research 
presented here, which aims to explore the complex issues 
summarized in the proposals presented in Chapter 3 (pp* 
3:18-19).
CA has continued to develop in much the same areas in the 
1970's as in the 1960's. There is now a substantial body of 
research using CA in psychology (e.g. Holsti, 1969), 
anthropology (e.g. Labov, 1972; Rapoport, 1969), linguistics 
(e.g. Hays, 1969) and communications research (e.g. Katz et
al, 1967). Many studies are still concerned with how the
mass media reflect and influence particular values and/or
societies, as in Zucker's (1978) study of 'The variable
nature of news media influence,1 and Gerbner et al's (1979) 
study of violence in television drama. The concern with 
developing computer programmes for CA is continuing; 
examples are DeWeese's (1977) feasibility study of the 
computer analysis of day-old newspapers and Iker's (1975)
development of 'WORD' and 'SELECT', programmes for use in 
the CA of interviews with psychiatric patients.
Carney (1972, p. 47) summarizes the distinction between CA 
where the computer is useful and where it is not, as 
follows:
Table 5:1 - Content Analysis: Two Different Infrastructures 
Details of Types of Content Analysis
Infrastructure Classical Theoretically
Oriented
Recording Unit word
Context Unit sentence
Counting via frequency on computer
theme
chapter
nonfrequency,
Text
Sample
Aim
ample
multistage
description of manifest 
content
manual CA 
meagre 
purposive 
inference from
Form of compari- direct 
son used to 
assess data
latent content 
indirect
Criteria for
norms
inductive from outside theoretical 
data
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This distinction represents two extremes, and content 
analysts are realizing that a balance needs to be achieved 
between them as with data collection techniques in general 
(pp. 4:2ff). Krippendorf summarizes the development of CA as 
follows:
"Summarizing, one could say that content analysis has 
evolved into a scientific method that promises to yield 
inferences from essentially verbal, symbolic, or 
communicative data. Over and above its continuing 
involvement with substantive psychological, sociological, 
and political issues, the last 80 years have witnessed an 
exponentially increasing concern for using the technique and 
for establishing suitable validity criteria. We take this to 
indicate increasing maturity."
Advantages and Disadvantages ' of CA - Ease of Analysis vs. 
Validity
The above outline describes how CA has developed in certain 
areas. Every research technique has its own advantages and 
disadvantages which make it more or less suitable for use 
when considering different research questions. The 
advantages of CA are suggested by Krippendorff (1980)to 
include the following:
"1. CA is an unobtrusive technique.
2. CA accepts unstructured material.
3. CA is context sensitive and thereby able to process
symbolic forms.
4. CA can cope with large volumes of data."
These advantages make it possible to use CA to cope with
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data, such as open-ended interview protocols (pp. 4:3-4:4), 
which it would be difficult to analyze systematically by
other methods. However, they are advantages gained at the
expense of ease of analysis. As discussed above (pp. 4:2ff), 
there is often an inverse relationship between the ease with 
which data can be statistically analyzed, and the 
constraints imposed on respondents during data collection. 
Runkel and McGrath (1972) present a framework for comparing 
major research strategies from which it can be seen that the 
characteristics of field studies have much in common with 
Krippendorff1 s list (above) of the advantages of CA. The 
suitability of a field study or a case-study in a particular 
field setting, for this particular piece of research is 
discussed in Chapters 1, 3 and 6. CA is a systematic
analysis technique which preserves the requirements of 
unobtrusiveness and flexibility, so that as few as possible 
of the advantages of the data collection method of
open-ended interviews are lost in the course of data 
analysis.
Methodological Procedures
The systematic methodology which has made CA an objective 
and yet extremely sensitive method of analysis are now 
described. The details of the procedures vary according to 
the requirements of particular studies, and the details of 
the procedures used in this study will be described in
context (Chapter 8). However, in general CA comprises the 
following (Krippendorff 1980):
"(a) sampling by sampling units until the sample can be 
judged sufficiently representative of the universe (see pp.
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5 s 9-10)..
(b) identification and description of recording units 
which must be reproducible and satisfy .criteria of 
semantical validity where applicable.
(c) data reduction and transformation of data into a form 
required for analysis, retaining all relevant information.
(d) application of context-sensitive analytical procedures 
(analytical constructs) to yield inferences.
(e) analysis, identification of pattern within inferences, 
testing hypotheses regarding relations between inferences, 
aand results obtained by the methods and pragmatic 
validation of findings."
These procedures must all be guided by the overall purpose 
of the CA. If the procedures are used blindly, the results 
will not miraculously provide a research question and answer 
it. This does not necessarily mean that a researcher has to 
suggest hypotheses and predict outcomes in the strict 
experimental sense before conducting a CA. Research may be 
descriptive and/or exploratory; but the researcher must know 
what he is describing and/or exploring. To take an example 
from Krippendorff:
"A title like !A CA of Chinese Wall Posters' is (similarly) 
uncertain', whereas 'Prediction of Elite Decisions from 
Chinese Wall Posters' or 'What the Chinese Public Learns 
from Wall Posters about Political Decision Making' at least 
refers to some context and indicates an aim."
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There is a temptation to think that, because CA can be used 
to structure unstructured material, a scientific piece of 
research can be conducted by splitting material up and 
counting the component parts without giving very much 
thought to the selection of the material, the nature of the 
splitting, or the instructions to the counters. In fact, the 
research question is of vital importance. It must be 
carefully formulated, and must not be forgotten in the 
intricacies of the CA procedures. A good CA should combine 
the advantages of the two extreme approaches suggested by 
Carney (see Table 5:1), and as far as possible avoid the 
disadavantages. In the research presented here, every 
attempt has been made to identify the research questions 
clearly (Chapter 3, pp. 3:18-19) and to investigate them 
systematically (Chapters 6-12).
Sampling
Sampling is often a problem because the studies in which CA 
is used are often such that analysts have no control over 
the production of data to be analyzed. Newspaper articles, 
folk tales, and verbal responses of psychiatric patients are ' 
all completely or almost completely outside the influence of 
the researcher. (S)He cannot focus the attention of the 
producer of source material on the particular issues with 
which the research question is concerned. (S)He cannot 
necessarily obtain a comprehensive collection of source 
material, and may have too small a sample; and conversely (s)he 
cannot restrict the amount of potentially relevant material, 
which may be far more than (s)he could ever hope to analyze.
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Content analysts have developed careful procedures to obtain 
samples of data which are representative and yet manageable. 
Krippendorff (1980) lists six methods of sampling, suitable 
in different situations.
The situation is rather different for the study reported 
here. The context within which data would be sampled was 
chosen, and the data itself obtained, with a particular 
research question already formulated. The data are 
unstructured, but the sampling is not. The suitability of 
the sample becomes part of the question of the validity of 
the research context. The suitability of the research 
context used in this study, for exploring the issues raised, 
is discussed in Chapters 1, 3 and 6.
Recording
The recording units must be clearly specified and 
consistently applied.
"One cannot analyze what is not suitably recorded and one 
cannot expect that source material comes cast in the 
formal terms of a data language." (Krippendorff, 1980).
A major advantage of using open-ended interviews to collect 
data is the ease with which the participants can respond. 
Occupants of different roles are not constrained in their 
responses by a formal data language. They can 'talk about1 
the target of evaluation in the terms with which they feel 
most comfortable. In fact, one of the differences between 
providers and users identified in the evaluation literature 
presented in Chapter 2 (Zube, 1980, p. 2:21) was a
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difference in the language used when expressing evaluations. 
Such a difference would be camouflaged by a recording 
technique which forced participants to respond in particular 
terms. However, this study is chiefly concerned with 
substantive differences in the content, or indicators, of 
evaluation, and the consequence of these differences 
(Chapter 3, pp. 3:18-19). The recording units employed in 
this study were therefore chosen to enable evaluations to be 
compared after data reduction in terms of the content 
indicators, even if different terms were used to refer to 
the same indicator.
Data Reduction
Once data has been recorded from the source material, it may 
need to he transformed and/or reduced i.nto a form suitable 
for analysis. Krippendorff (1980) refers to this form as a 
data language, which has syntax and semantics.
"The semantics of a data language roots a datum in the real 
world while its syntax links it to scientific procedure." 
(Krippendorff, 1980).
For research using CA to be valid, the semantical validity 
of the evaluation data collected must be preserved during 
the data reduction process in the meanings of the categories 
to which the data are reduced.
Making Inferences from Data
The procedures of finding patterns in inferences made from 
data can be a great strength or a great weakness in CA.
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Krippendorff describes the possible dangers and advantages 
in terms of sources of uncertainties and sources of 
certainties as follows:
Sources of Uncertainties
"Inferences never yield absolute certainties. A content 
analyst should therefore assess as well as he can the 
probabilities with which available data can be said to lead 
to the inferences he intends to draw. These probabilities 
stem from three principal sources:
(a) the relative frequencies of the observed contextual 
dependencies (jp 8s3ff)?
(b) the confidence in the validity of the analytical 
construct;
(c) 'the appropriateness of the. construct in a situation;
While the numerical assessment of these probabilities is 
rare, it is nevertheless important to consider what 
influences these uncertainties." (Krippendorff 1980).
Sources of Certainties
VInferences that are correct to a degree better than chance 
require knowledge and, in examining the kind of arguments 
content analysts engage when developing or justifying their 
analytical constructs, one finds basically four kinds:
(a) past successes;
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(b) contextual experiences;
(c) established theories;
(d) representative interpreters." (Krippendorf, 1980).
These certainties and uncertainties are stated in very 
general terms. They apply to all studies, not just to those 
using CA. The extent to which a researcher reduces the 
sources of uncertainty and increases the certainties in his 
work depends upon the particular research question and the 
specific methods of data collection and analysis. In the 
study reported here, every attempt was made to reduce the 
uncertainties and increase the certainties by careful 
reviewing of relevant research and careful formulation of 
research proposals (Chapters 1-3.) .
Careful consideration needs to be given in any research to 
all the procedures described above. Many studies have now 
been carried out using CA, and some have demonstrated the 
mistakes which it is possible to make (for example, Merrit, 
1966, p. 5:14); but content analysts have learned from these 
mistakes, as Krippendorff1s book, (1980) "Content Analysis", 
shows. It is apparent from research literature in general 
that any methodology can be checked for reliability and 
validity, given that the research question is clearly 
formulated. Content analysts, partly because of the possible 
subjectivity of their work, have been careful to establish 
procedures for checking the reliability and validity of CA. 
These procedures will now be described.
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Reliability and Validity
Reliability and validity with respect to CA have the same 
meaning as with respect to research data in general. 
Reliability refers to the stability of findings. Validity 
refers to the extent to which data represents what it is 
stated to represent, and the extent to which research 
findings answer the questions which are put to them. 
Reliability is often described to be a necessary, but not 
sufficient condition for validity (for example, Holsti, 
1969). Krippendorff, however, makes the additional point 
that,
"Reliability often gets in the way of validity". 
(Krippendorff, 1980).
He gives the example of Merrit's (1966) study of national 
consciousness among 13 American colonies based on a CA of 
newspaper accounts:
"because themes with manifestations of such sentiments are 
difficult to unitize, to record, to compare, and are hence 
likely to be unreliable, the analysis enumerated place names 
instead." (of colonies) (Krippendorff, 1980)
This tendency to oversimplify rather than face the 
complexities of the actual situation has also been 
identified in evaluation research (for example, Weiss (1973) 
and Warren (1973) p. 1:13 abbve). It can be overcome by more 
comprehensive research; but, at least in the initial stages 
of research with respect to any particular issue this means 
that qualitative rather than quantitative data should be 
collected.
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This raises again the question of the trade off between 
statistical objectivity and representativeness of the data 
(Wortman, 1983) referred to in chapter 4 (for example, p. 
4:2). The particular advantages of CA may be lost if 
reliability hinders validity. In Carney's (1972) words:
"flexibility and sensitivity are generally purchased at the 
cost of rigour"
and,
"the best form of content analysis is the most rigorous that 
questions and documents between them allow."
CA procedures must be are careful and systematic, and were 
selected to take into account the nature of both the 
research questions and the data to be analyzed.
Validity
It is often difficult to establish objectively the validity 
of a research procedure. The use of CA as a method indicates 
a strong concern for validity, since the flexibility of the 
technique allows it to be very sensitive to the context of 
the data. This sensitivity has sometimes been lost, for 
example, in those studies where reliable counting has been 
the over-riding concern, to such an extent that the validity 
or otherwise of inferences made from the study has been 
ignored (e.g. p. 5:1).
In general however, content analysts are concerned to arrive
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at results which allow them to suggest meaningful answers to 
research questions.
For research to be valid, it must answer the question which 
is being asked. Possible distortions could occur in the data 
used in the research; in the transformation and analysis of 
the data; or in the inferences made from the results. The 
analyst needs to be aware of these possible dangers and to 
guard against them as much as possible during all stages of 
the research.
This requires above all a careful formulation of the 
research question which is being put to the data. Care must 
then be taken in the design of the research and the 
collection of data to ensure that data is both meaningful in 
the context of research questions (semantical validity) and 
representative of the possible universe of data (sampling 
validity). The relevant relationships within the data must 
be preserved during analysis (construct validity). Wherever 
possible the validity of the results and the inferences made 
from them should be checked by comparing them with results 
obtained by a different method of analysis (correlational 
validity) and/or with known facts (predictive validity).
The establishment of correlational and predictive validity, 
both forms of product-oriented validity, in any strict sense 
is not always possible, especially in the case of research 
using CA. To preserve data-oriented validity (especially 
semantical validity) some research questions require that 
data be collected in a particular way. There may be no other 
method of analysis which would be applicable to the data so 
collected.
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In the study presented here, for example, one of the major 
reasons for the use of CA is because it is a very sensitive 
method of analysis of data collected by open-ended 
interviews; and the use of such a data collection method is 
essential to allow different role-occupants to identify for 
themselves the indicators of evaluation which they consider 
to be important for the target in question (Chapter 6ff).
Predictive validity may be difficult to establish if the 
research is in an area in which there has not been much 
previous research. It is possible to check that findings are 
in keeping with what is suggested by related research, and 
with what is known about the context of the research. The 
research questions investigated here have been developed in 
the context of related research (Chapters 1-3), and the 
empirical findings are also discussed with reference to 
relevant literature (Chapters 9-13).
The value of face validity in research using CA should not 
be dismissed. If the research gives meaningful answers which 
are generally helpful in the understanding of a particular 
phenomenon, then it has at least some validity.
The answers provided by the research presented here are 
extensively discussed in Chapters 9-13. The research itself 
is now introduced.
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CHAPTER 6: CHOOSING THE LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSING SYSTEM
The reasons for adopting an environmental case-study 
approach, and for choosing specific housing environments 
within the Local Authority housing system (as the case to be 
studied) have been described above (pp. 3:21-22). The 
particular LA in which the research was conducted was chosen 
for the following reasons:
1. It is an inner London borough with a great variety of 
housing stock and land use, and a high population density. 
Consequently it faces constraints and opportunities typical 
of inner city boroughs, and has developed its public housing 
system accordingly.
2. Contact had already been made with the architect of 
one of the housing schemes as described below (pp 6*5ff)« This 
architect was known to have made explicit the issues which 
he had considered important in design; and to have derived 
some of his design principles from psychological principles. 
This provided an opportunity to record the indicators of 
evaluation of a provider who had selected them because he 
thought they would be important to users; and to compare 
these indicators with those actually identified as important 
by users.
Defining the Housing System
Having chosen a particular LA, the public housing system had 
then to be identified. It was felt important to consider 
role-occupants within a particular environmental system in
order to have a common frame of reference within which to 
compare evaluations and to trace the consequences of any 
differences (proposals 1-7, pp. 3:18-19). The housing system 
can be described as the housing itself, together with those 
individuals who interact with it interdependently. The 
boundaries of such a system are not immediately obvious, but 
can be operationally specified for the purpose of research.
The housing system for a particular housing environment will 
be said to comprise the housing itself; the LA staff and 
council members whose work involves any kind of interaction 
with the building or its tenants, physically or 
administratively; other groups who work on/with the housing 
in any capacity, such as contractors and safety inspectors; 
housing tenants; and in some circumstances, neighbouring 
residents.
Not all these groups have been contacted to the same extent 
during the course of this study, which focusses particularly 
on the principal providers and users of the housing. The 
above description is intended to clarify what is meant by 
the term 'housing system1.
The Target of Evaluation
The existence of a major difference between the content of 
provider roles and user roles has been discussed above 
(Chapters 1, 2 and 3). The Local Authority housing system 
provides a context in which to:
(i) examine differences in provider roles;
(ii) examine the relationship between role and evaluation
for a corresponding group of users;
(iii) compare provider and user roles.
In all cases comparison of different roles is possible 
because common targets of evaluation can be identified for 
different role-occupants. This is one of the major
advantages of conducting comprehensive research in a
specific context.
In specifying a common target of evaluation it was necessary 
to choose a target which would elicit role-related 
evaluations from all relevant role-occupants. The 
relationship between role and evaluation can only be 
meaningfully studied with respect to targets which are 
within the range of influence of evaluation for that 
particular role (p. 3:15).
The target of evaluation could not be too precisely 
specified, since this might restrict the indicators of 
evaluation identified by role-occupants. A suitable object
of evaluation for housing providers was felt to be LA
housing in general. This would focus evaluation sufficiently 
to bring it within the range of influence of evaluation of 
LA housing provider role-occupants; but it would also leave 
specific role-occupants free to identify the indicators upon 
which to base their evaluations.
The target of evaluation for users has to be the specific 
housing in which they live, to enable them to be defined as 
users. The research will therefore be presented in three
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parts as follows:
(i) Comparison of the content of LA provider roles with
the content of the providers' evaluations of LA housing in 
general. In this case all those involved occupy a 
professional role with respect to the target of evaluation. 
This provides an opportunity to identify role-related 
characteristics suggested in proposal 6 (p. 3:19) to be
relevant in evaluation.
(ii) A study of the evaluation of the users of the housing 
estates, who occupy a much more individual and personal role 
with respect to it. For them the target of evaluation is 
their home.
(iii) Comparison between LA housing providers and users of 
two specific housing estates with respect to the evaluation 
of those housing estates. This provides an opportunity to 
compare the evaluations of those with a professional 
involvement with a particular target - the relevant housing 
estate - to the evaluations of those with a personal 
involvement with the same target, and so to explore 
empirically the proposals made above (pp. 3:18-19).
These two research problems are both felt to provide 
opportunities to clarify the nature of the relationship 
between role and evaluation. They can nevertheless be most 
usefully treated as distinct pieces of research and will be 
reported separately below. The implications of the findings 
for the relationship between role and evaluation will then 
be considered. First, however, a general account is given of 
all the contact between the researcher and the local 
authority housing system.
CONTACT WITH THE LOCAL AUTHORITY HOUSING SYSTEM
Introduction
The case has been argued above (for example p. 1:19) for a 
study conducted in a specific context. The local authority 
housing system was chosen as the context in which to explore 
the relationship between role and evaluation. An 
understanding of such a complex system required contact with 
it over a considerable time period and in many different 
ways. Specific data collection methods are referred to in 
the appropriate parts of the following chapters (Chapters 
7-12). However an account is now presented of all the types 
of interactions between the researcher and the local 
authority which contributed to an understanding of local 
authority housing as an interdependent system. Relevant 
departments of the local authority are briefly described in 
appendix 4.
Initial Contact
Initial contact had arisen as a- result of a formally 
arranged meeting between the architect of one of the housing 
estates studied, and postgraduate environmental psychology 
students at Surrey University. This consisted of a 
presentation by the architect about the housing estate, and 
the explicit assumptions he had made about the likely 
preferences of future tenants. This first meeting was 
followed by a visit to the estate site, during which the 
architect explained further some of the thinking behind his 
design decisions. The estate, which will be called River 
Estate throughout this study, was then in the late stages of
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construction.
As a result of this contact, one of the postgraduate 
students explored the architect’s assumptions further. 
Massoud-Moghaddam (1975) identified specific design features 
and approaches to the design process which had been adopted 
by the architect. He examined the implications of each of 
these for the architect's assumptions about the behaviour of 
those involved in providing and using River Estate. This 
work raised two issues of particular relevance to the 
current study:
(i) the possibility of comparing the indicators of 
evaluation which the architect felt would be important to
the tenants with the indicators of evaluation identified by
tenants themselves.
(ii) the nature of constraints imposed on the design 
process by pressures of time, money and the indicators of
evaluation considered important by a variety of providers in
a position to affect the design solution.
Consideration of both these issues pointed to the complexity 
of the relationship between role and evaluation, and the 
need to explore thoroughly a specific context in order to 
begin to .understand the nature of this relationship. The 
process of becoming thoroughly acquainted with one 
particular local authority housing system is now described, 
the description takes the form of an account of all the 
interactions between the researcher and the housing system. 
Not all the data obtained during these interactions are of 
direct relevance to the specific research questions which 
are the focus of this study. However all such data
contributed to an understanding of the research setting. All 
activities are therefore referred to in the following 
account, .although the data obtained ore not necessarily 
reported in this document.
Establishing Contact with the Directorate of Housing
The architect of River Estate was approached specifically 
about the possibility of conducting research which would 
focus on River Estate, and perhaps one other estate, in the 
general context of the local authority housing system. He 
supplied the name of the director of housing within the 
local authority. The director of housing was contacted by 
letter. The researcher's letter was passed on to a housing 
co-ordinator, -responsible for the internal research section 
of the local authority housing department. The housing 
co-ordinator replied with a request for specific research 
proposals and an indication of the facilities required -in 
terms of time and access to council officers and premises. 
These proposals were submitted to the local authority's 
elected housing committee, who approved them. An appointment 
was then made with the housing co-ordinator, to discuss in 
more detail the facilities required by the researcher.
This resulted in the researcher being offered accommodation 
- a desk in the research section's open-plan office - which 
acted as a base within the housing department from which the 
researcher could conduct .interviews and participate in or 
observe meetings between providers involved in the relevant 
housing estates.
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Familiarization with First Housing Estate - River Estate
The process described above of making initial contact with 
the local authority housing system occured over a period of 
six months. During this time the researcher had made several 
visits to River Estate, still in the process of 
construction; had discussed the scheme informally with the 
builders; had begun to build up a photographic record of the 
estate; and had become familiar with its immediate 
neighbourhood.
Identification of Second Housing Estate - Heath Estate
The researcher was concerned to identify a second small 
housing estate which would be ready for occupation at 
approximately the same time as River Estate. This would 
allow a comparison to be made of the role-related 
characteristics of users and providers in two different 
contexts. The possible advantages of such a comparative 
approach are considered in chapter 10 (p.10*5)•
Discussions took place with staff in the housing 
department's research section about other possible estates 
which were nearing completion and were small enough to allow 
for comprehensive study. These discussions revealed that 
there was one other such estate in the north of the borough, 
which will be referred to as Heath Estate. Permission was 
obtained from the housing co-ordinator to extend the study 
to include this estate.
The architect of Heath Estate was contacted, and was 
interested in participating in the study. At an initial 
interview he described the development of Heath Estate up to 
that time.
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The researcher made several visits to the estate, again to 
build up a photographic record and to become familiar with 
the immediate neighbourhood. By the time this estate had 
been identified, builders had already left the site, and the 
estate was about to be handed over from the Borough 
Architect's Department to the Directorate of Housing. The 
process of handover is described later in this chapter (p.6:2^).
The identification of the second estate completed the first 
two phases of the field research. The researcher had now 
initiated contact with a local authority housing system; 
obtained local authority approval for the research; 
identified two housing estates upon which to focus; obtained 
information about the development and design of each estate 
from the architect concerned; and made several site visits, 
the process then began of exploring more thoroughly the 
local authority housing system.
General Contact with Housing Providers
This contact began substantially with the allocation of a 
desk at the Directorate of Housing. The researcher spent 
part of each week working from this desk over a period of 
approximately fifteen months. In terms of the development of 
River Estate and Heath Estate, this covered the period from 
the end of construction to the end of the first year of 
occupation. During this period general contact with housing 
providers took the following forms:
1. Conversations about the work of the researcher, about 
the local authority housing system, and a wide variety of 
other topics.
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2. Telephone calls and conversations about the progress 
of the handover and letting of the two estates.
3. Visits to the estate with staff working in housing 
management, lettings, caretaking and research sections, and 
with borough architects.
4. Observation of the following more formal procedures: 
Snagging of River Estate
Interviewing of caretakers for Heath Estate 
Site letting of Heath Estate
Formal meeting between tenants and the architect of 
River Estate
5. Access to lettings section files to obtain information
about tenants offered places at River Estate.
6. Conversations with caretakers during estate visits.
7. Passing of information from housing staff and 
architects, including, for example, information about the 
following:
(i) suitable curtain rails
(ii) outstanding repairs
(iii) rent arrears
(iv) progress of work on common parts of the estates 
unfinished at occupation.
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Formal Interviews with Housing Providers
In addition to general contact, it was necessary to identify 
more specifically the role-occupants whose range of 
influence of evaluation (p. 3:15) included the housing
schemes which were to act as the focus of evaluation. 
Initially, several staff ‘members were suggested by the 
housing co-ordinator. Each of these was contacted and 
interviewed, and asked about other relevant role-occupants. 
Staff often spontaneously suggested other role-occupants 
whom they felt it would be helpful to interview. This 
sequential procedure, together with information obtained 
through general contact, resulted in the identification of 
17 housing providers who were in close enough contact with 
one or both estates to provide .evaluations of them. These 
providers occupied a cross-section of roles within the local 
authority housing system. Each provider was formally 
interviewed at a time when (s)he was closely involved with 
one or both of the two estates. For example, lettings staff 
were interviewed when the estates were being let, whereas 
management staff were not interviewed until the estates had 
been occupied for several months.
These interviews therefore took place over a period of 
several months. They were held in the offices of the staff 
concerned, and varied in length from one hour to 
three-and-a-half hours.
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The interviews themselves were open-ended. The interview 
schedule consisted of six questions, each of which was asked 
unless the answers had been thoroughly covered in the course 
of responding to previous questions. The questions were 
always asked in the same sequence, except that questions 2 
and 3 were interchangeable in order, as were questions 4 and
5. The six questions are as follows:
1. What would you say your job consists of?
2. What features would you look for in council housing?
3. What features would you avoid in council housing?
4. What do you think of Heath Estate?
5. What do you think of River Estate?
6. What kind of jobs and training did you have before
this job?
The questions were chosen carefully to obtain the following 
three types of information while influencing the actual 
indicators of evaluation used in the responses as little as 
possible:
1. Information about the procedures occurring in a LA
housing system, and about which decisions are influenced by 
which role-occupants (proposal 4, p. 3:18).
2. Information about role-related characteristics likely 
to affect the content of evaluation - for example, training, 
previous experience, and current role content (proposal 6,
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p. 3:19).
3. Information about the content, and to some extent the 
level of evaluation (proposals 1, p. 3:18; 2, p. 3:18? 5, p. 
3:19).
The open-ended nature of the interviews was essential to 
enable the role-occupants to identify spontaneously the 
indicators upon which they base their evaluations. To enable 
some comparison of different evaluative contents, a focus of 
evaluation was provided. The interview schedule provided 
little other guidance to staff, except for requests for a 
job description and an account of previous training and
experience. Responses to these two questions provide much of
the information of types 1 and 2.
The classification of housing providers according to
role-related characteristics, is described in the following 
chapter; and a general account of procedures occuring in a 
local authority housing system is presented following this 
account of the researcher's activities.
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Formal Contact with Estate Tenants
As the availability of accommodation on the two estates 
became imminent, the researcher visited the lettings section 
of the Borough Housing Department to discuss the initial 
approach to potential tenants. These tenants had already 
been identified according to the lettings selection criteria 
(see pp•6:25)•
Letting of Heath Estate
All flats and maisonettes on the estate were to be available 
for inspection by prospective tenants at a site letting, at 
which as much of the accommodation as possible was let. 
Lettings section staff felt that the researcher should not 
be permitted to contact tenants at their homes before the 
day of the site letting, but could be introduced to tenants 
on that occasion.
The researcher therefore first met potential tenants at 
Heath Estate. After prospective tenants had inspected the 
accommodation and made the decision about whether or not to 
accept it, the researcher introduced herself to them, 
explained briefly her position, and arranged to visit them 
at their current homes. Tenants were given an introductory 
letter at this point, outlining the purpose of the study. 
During the site letting the researcher also clarified for 
some tenants the information provided by lettings staff.
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First Tenant Interviews - Heath Estate
Over the following ten days, initial interviews were held 
with all tenants who had accepted accommodation offers. 
These interviews conducted before the move, were held for 
the following reasons:
(i) to obtain information about the tenants' circumstances 
and reasons for wishing to move;
(ii) to explain further to the tenants the ongoing nature 
of the research, and to request their continued 
participation in the study.
Tenants' evaluations of Heath. Estate were not elicited at 
this stage, since they had not at that time had any 
experience as users of the accommodation.
Interviews were also conducted with tenants who refused the 
accommodation, to give the researcher a more complete 
picture of attitudes towards Heath Estate.
Tenants from the backup quota (see p. 6:25 ) who were offered 
places refused at the site letting were also visited before 
they moved to Heath Estate.
Letting and First Tenant Interviews - River Estate
All units of accommodation at River Estate were not 
available at the same time. There was therefore no general 
site letting for this estate. Instead, offers were made to 
tenants as accommodation became available over a period of
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3-4 months. The addresses of potential tenants to whom 
offers had been made were obtained from lettings files, and 
home visits were made. First interviews were conducted with 
all those offered accommodation at River- Estate, as 
described for Heath Estate.
Second Tenant Interviews - Both Estates
The next formal contact with tenants occurred one-two months 
after they had moved to the new accommodation. Tenants were 
visited, and interviewed, immediately or at a time later the 
same week more convenient to them. These second interviews 
took the following form:
1. Tenants were reminded of the first interviews and of 
the purpose of the study.
2. Tenants1 evaluations of the estate were elicited as 
described in chapter 11.
3. Tenants were asked to indicate on a simplified plan of 
the estate layout other tenants with which they had become 
acquainted. ThSsedata are not reported in this study.
4. Tenants were given a list of activities and asked 
which of these were performed in the house, and in which 
room. Thessdataane not reported in this study.
5. Tenants were asked to draw a map of their immediate 
neighbourhood. These data one not reported in this study.
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Tenants were interviewed formally, for the third time one 
year after they had moved to the estate. These interviews 
were of the same format as the second interviews. Data from 
the third interviews ore not included in this study.
General Contact with Both Housing Estates after Occupation
Contact was maintained with both estates during the first 
year of occupation by informal visits and participation in 
the activities of the tenant communities. Both tenant 
groups formed tenant associations. The researcher attended 
some tenant association meetings, a jumble sale, and a 
silver jubilee celebration. The researcher also became 
involved in the passing of information between tenants and 
local authority staff, as described above (p. 6:10) and in 
mediating between tenants with respect to minor disputes.
As well as providing specific information, these 
interactions with the local authority housing system enabled 
the researcher to build up a general picture . of the 
procedures involved in the creations of ‘local authority 
housing and its allocation to tenants. A general account of 
these procedures is now presented.
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THE HOUSING CREATION PROCESS: From Site Acquisition to
Allocation*
Site Acquisition
There are many potential sites for housing in the borough 
being studied - areas of land on which stood, or still
stand, old bomb sites, derelict housing, vacant prefabs, old 
workyards, warehouses and wharves. The borough valuer
monitors the situation with respect to possible acquisition
sites in the borough. If a site becomes vacant, or is
offered for sale, the borough valuer notifies all 
departments of the local authority. Several different public 
bodies, as well as private groups may be competing for a 
given site. Since this is a densely populated inner London 
borough, a particular site might profitably be used to build 
a hospital extension, a clinic, a community hall, offices or 
shops, as well as housing.
All ’ departments who feel they might be interested in the 
.site send a representative to view it. For the Directorate 
of Housing, the development section is responsible for 
viewing sites at this stage and making a quick decision 
about whether to proceed with an attempt to acquire the site 
(1). The departmental representatives report their decisions 
to the borough valuer, who is responsible for deciding 
whether there is sufficient interest to make a bid for the 
site.
*Nos. in text refer to decision-stages in Table 1 (p. 6:30).
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Sites may be acquired under specific or general powers - on 
behalf of a particular department or on behalf of the local 
authority in general. In some cases (about 10%) sites do not 
have to be acquired by the local authority; it might just be 
a case, for example, of deciding how best to develop a 
disused council workyard.
At this stage those departments who are making a bid for the 
site carry out a feasibility study and begin brief-setting 
procedures. The feasibility studies sometimes begin before 
the site is actually acquired for the local authority. The 
local provision of primary school places, shopping and 
public transport facilities (2), and the local demand for 
housing (3) are all factors considered by the housing 
department in such studies. These studies might involve the 
Borough- Architects1 Department (BAD) (4) and the Directorate 
of Development Planning (DDP) (see appendix 4 for notes on 
organizations involved and their abbreviations).
The borough valuer considers the bids for the site, and the 
feasibility studies - which are carried out for the 
Directorate of Housing (DOH) by the development section, 
liaising with other sections. The principal use to which the 
land will be put is decided (5), and the site becomes the 
responsibility of the department concerned. It will be 
assumed below that it has been decided that the site should 
be used for housing.
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Brief Setting
Whether the housing is to be designed by BAD or by a private 
firm, a brief must be prepared by the DOH, the client 
department in this case. Representatives from all sections 
involved make up a team which is responsible for producing a 
composite brief. Among other factors, the brief needs to 
specify housing density (6) and mix (7). The density 
decision involves lettings, research and management sections 
of the DOH. The specification of mix is largely the 
responsibility of the lettings section, because this is the 
section in the best position to decide what sizes of 
household are most in need of accommodation at a given time. 
This is a very difficult task, since it is really necessary 
to anticipate what the housing need will be by the time a 
particular housing scheme has been built, several years in 
the future.
The brief must also indicate whether or not any communal 
buildings are to be included on the site (8). This depends 
on the size of the scheme being built and on existing local 
provision. Decisions involve departments of leisure and 
recreation, the DDP, and the social services, as well as the 
DOH. Representatives from these departments make important 
contributions to the brief-setting procedure. The DDP, for 
example is concerned particularly with how well the scheme 
will blend with the surrounding area, and with the proposed 
density.
The nature of the brief for a particular site has an 
important bearing on the success or otherwise of a 
particular housing scheme. Briefs set by one local authority 
department for another are often too vague, and do not give
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enough guidance to the BAD. This is partly because it is 
very difficult for the local authority department to know 
the most efficient way to develop a particular site. The 
department does not know what the demand for the facilities 
it provides is likely to be by the time a site has been 
developed. This is the case whether the department is 
leisure and recreation, who have acquired a site for sports 
facilities; or social services who cannot decide whether 
they will want an old people's home or a community centre; 
or the DOH, who do not know whether they are likely to be 
most in need of sheltered housing for the elderly or houses 
for families.
It is partly because of this need for information that the 
research and development sections of the housing department 
have been created. In conjunction with the housing manager, 
these sections attempt to improve the efficiency of 
brief-setting, and the communication between client and 
architect during the design and building of a housing 
scheme. The research section keeps a record of all relevant 
national statistics, and information about supply and 
demand, both within the borough and at the national level. 
The development section has produced a general housing brief 
which is concerned with specifying general performance 
criteria and in some cases suggesting designs which will 
meet these criteria.
Design and Building
The development section liaises with the BAD during the 
design of housing schemes, and visits the site at stages 
during the building of the scheme, but this is not an
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organized process, and liaison is np one person's 
responsibility for a particular site.
When a particular design solution has been approved by the 
DOH, approval must be given by the DDP and the DOF. These 
approvals require that the design be presented to various 
committees, and in some cases, for example when there is a 
departure from the original brief, the DDP have to submit 
the plans for approval to the Greater London Council and/or 
the Department of Environment before the internal approval 
procedures can be carried out. Usually, however, differences 
of opinion with respect to various design features are 
settled and compromises are worked out during the course of 
less formal negotiations between members of the departments 
concerned. This reduces the possibility of delay caused by 
disputes during the more formal applications for planning 
approval (9-14).
When a scheme is finally approved, tenders are invited from 
contractors (15). The local authority in question does have 
a direct labour force, but it is largely occupied with 
conversion and repair work. Most of the new building is 
therefore carried out by private contractors.
A particular tender is approved (16), the contractors are 
informed, and work begins (17). A Clerk of the Works who 
represents the local authority (LA) monitors the work, to 
ensure that building is both accurate and of an adequate 
standard (18). There are m&ny other groups involved at the 
construction stage, both in building and inspection. The 
contractor employs sub-contractors, including painters, 
carpenters, plumbers and electricians. The public bodies 
responsible for gas, water, electricity and sewerage are
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responsible for supplying and connecting these facilities 
safely to the buildings. Inspections have to be carried out 
by various specialists, many of whom will have been involved 
in giving approval at the design stage. These include means- 
of-escape officers, the public health inspector (to inspect 
drainage), fire safety officers, and a petroleum officer if 
an underground garage is involved (17).
During the final stages of the building inspections are also 
made by those who will be responsible for the scheme when it 
is in operation (19). Site meetings take place about three 
months and one month before completion, to give members of 
the DOH an opportunity to point out defects which can be 
rectified before completion. Representatives from 
management, maintenance (usually a surveyor), caretaking, 
development, and lettings sections inspect the scheme with 
the architect and the clerk of works. The architect records 
criticisms, and where possible, issues site instructions to 
the contractor, so that appropriate action can be taken in 
the light of the criticisms. The architect himself inspects 
the development with the contractor's representative to 
check for technical faults.
Some of these faults are also pointed out by members of the 
DOH, but the main purpose of their inspection is to allow 
them to see what the scheme is like, and to let the 
architect know of any problems they anticipate when the 
scheme is occupied. They might, for example, suggest 
alterations in design to reduce the number of awkward 
corners in which rubbish can gather; or to include certain 
additional railings or locks for safety reasons. There 
follows a series of negotiations between the architect and 
the representatives of the DOH, and between the architect
6 S23
and the contractors. The aim is to arrive as soon as 
possible at a stage whereby the scheme is finished and 
acceptable to the DOH, and can be handed over from the 
contractor to the architect and from the architect to the 
DOH in one operation (20).
Handover
It is clearly in the interest of all groups to achieve 
handover as early as possible. However the process can 
require considerable negotiation because of role-related 
differences in evaluation; the architect and the DOH want 
the maximum value in terms of work from the contractor; but 
his aim is to fulfill his contractual obligations with the 
minimum amount of work. A proportion of the total payment is 
withheld from the contractor until handover is agreed, but 
all the time he is finishing minor jobs the housing is 
unoccupied. So there is often a compromise, with the 
contractor undertaking to carry out some of the work in 
question, and the architect and DOH accepting that some of 
it will not be done. There is also some conflict between the 
architect and the members of the housing department. The 
latter have no direct liaison with the contractor, but 
communicate with him through the architect. The architect 
sometimes disagrees with representatives of the DOH about 
which items it is most important for the contractor to 
complete.
Appointment of a Caretaker
When handover is finally agreed upon, the estate becomes the
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responsibility of the management section. If there is to be 
a residential caretaker, the caretaking officer selects a 
flat for the caretaker at the inspection one month before 
handover. Applications for the vacancy are then invited from 
caretakers working on other estates in the borough (23) and 
a caretaker is appointed (24). If there are no applications, 
a new caretaker might be appointed to fill the vacancy. 
Clearly the more attractive an estate is, the more 
caretakers will apply to move to it? this means that 
smaller, better designed estates are more likely to be 
served by a good caretaker than are large estates, or those 
built in unpopular areas of the borough.
In theory, the new caretaker moves into his flat about two 
weeks before tenants move in, so that he can tidy up the 
site and familiarize himself with it. His presence also acts 
as a deterrent to vandals and pilferers, who are most active 
when a development is finished, but as yet unoccupied. 
Unfortunately this arrangement does not always work in 
practice.
Allocation of Tenants
Prospective tenants are selected by the lettings section
(21). For a new site these are chiefly transfer applications 
from existing council tenants who wish to transfer from 
their current property. A small proportion of high priority 
applicants on the waiting list might also be selected. Since 
about one third of the first offers are likely to be 
refused, a 'backup quota1 of tenants are selected, who will 
be offered places refused by tenants in the 'priority 
quota'. There are likely to be more waiting list tenants in 
the back-up quota than in the priority quota.
There is -no general selection policy in the borough 
concerned, but a points system for determining the order of 
priority of individual applications. Records of tenants 
applying for places are filed in order of priority, and 
according to bedroom size to be offered. Thus all tenants 
wishing to be transferred who qualify for one-bedroom 
accommodation are filed together in order of priority; all 
tenants who qualify for two-bedroom accommodation are filed 
together in order of priority? and so on. Housing applicants 
(those on the waiting list) are filed separately from 
transfer applications, but are similarly arranged. Priority 
is currently given to medical cases, to those who are being 
compulsorily moved from clearance areas and to 'size 
transfers' - transfers from tenancies which are 
under-occupied or over-occupied. Homeless families are 
perhaps the group of highest priority, but are more likely 
to be moved into temporary accommodation than into a new 
development.
From the top priority cases who require the appropriate
bedroom sizes, are selected those who are most suitable, and
most likely to accept an offer on this particular
development. Offers are unlikely to be made to tenants who 
are very likely to refuse them, as this would be a waste of 
time and money. Many tenants, for example, are unlikely to 
accept an offer in an area of the borough which they do not 
know, or do not like? and some property is so dilapidated 
that it will not be accepted by transfer tenants, who are 
already in council property, and are therefore not facing 
homelessness, or living in very bad conditions. Such poor 
property will be offered to people who are at the time
living in even worse property.
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This process of matching priority tenants with available 
property means that new accommodation is likely to be
offered to, and therefore occupied by, 'better' tenants than 
is older property; and that the more attractive a given new 
development is, the 'higher' are likely to be the standards 
of tenants moving into it.
When offers have been selected by one of the lettings 
officers, they are typed out and passed to the chief
lettings officer to be checked and signed. He may suggest 
some of the tenants for a particular development, for 
example because of councillor intervention in a specific
case.
Site Letting
When a whole block or estate is to be let simultaneously, a 
'site letting' is arranged. Tenants are given appointments 
to call at the site on a particular day, at ten minute
intervals. These appointments are made by letter, and 
tenants have from a few hours' to two days' notice of these 
appointments. They are given a telephone number to ring to 
arrange an alternative if they cannot keep the appointment. 
If tenants do not contact the council, it is assumed that 
the offer is being refused.
One of the flats/houses is used as a temporary office, and a 
lettings officer spends the day at the site. She gives keys 
to tenants as they arrive, and they are allowed to inspect 
the flats for as long as they wish. They must then return to 
the 'office', with the keys, and a decision (22). If tenants
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accept the offer the lettings officer explains gas, 
electricity, telephone and television arrangements, asks 
tenants if they require a shed and/or parking space where 
available, and gives them a copy of the conditions of 
tenancy, and forms to sign giving up the present tenancy (if 
already council tenants) and confirming the new tenancy. 
Sometimes representatives of gas and electricity boards are 
also present, to see tenants about connecting these 
services. The whole "signing up" procedure takes about ten 
minutes. Tenants who accept the offer keep the keys from the 
time they sign their acceptance, so that they can begin 
immediately to measure for curtains and carpets, and to move 
their possessions. Tenants are advised to "get your curtains 
up as soon as possible" to reduce the probability of 
vandalism.
If tenants decide not to accept the offer, they are asked 
their reasons, which are noted. In some cases an attempt is 
made by the lettings officer to discuss the situation, and 
this may result in a tenant accepting the offer.
If tenants are unable to decide, as often happens, the 
lettings officer might suggest that they go and 'have a cup 
of coffee and think about it' and return later the same day. 
If tenants particularly request that they be allowed more 
time (often to enable the spouse to view the property) , a 
day or two is usually permitted. In some cases it is 
suggested unofficially to tenants that they accept the 
offer, and then refuse it subsequently if necessary. This is 
often the best strategy, since the tenancy is re-offered as 
soon as it has been refused, so that a refusal by the first 
tenants is final.
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The tenancy date, from when tenants have to begin paying 
rent, is usually set as the Monday week after site letting 
day. This allows an average of ten days to move, including 
two weekends. Tenants are asked which day they are intending 
to actually move, to avoid all tenants moving on the same 
day. However it is usually impossible for them to be sure 
about a specific day, since they have clearly had no chance 
to contact any removals firms.
Individual Lettings
The properties which are not accepted on site letting day 
are re-offered to the back-up quota tenants in the following 
few days. Tenants are given an appointment, again at short 
notice, to call at the housing department and collect keys 
to view the property. Tenants must return to the lettings 
section on the same day, and give a decision about the offer
(22). Otherwise the procedure is the same as for a site 
letting - it is just the location of the office (in the DOH 
instead of on site) which has changed.
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Decision-Making in the Housing Creation Process
Table 6:1 also illustrates a general trend in the pattern of 
involvement such that those involved in actually building 
(the contractors), servicing (the caretaker) and above all, 
using the estate (the tenants) have very little influence 
over its creation. This finding illustrates one of the 
differences between users and providers suggested in 
chapters two and three. For example, Zube's (1980, pp. 
2:23-24) evaluation schema acknowledges the separation of 
users from decision-makers. Others (for example Knight and 
Campbell 1980, p. 3:19; Weiss 1973, pp. 1:13-14) also make 
the point that users of a particular product, in this case a 
man-made physical environment, often have little control 
over the nature of the product, and may have little choice 
over whether or not they make use of it. The consequences of 
this situation for the experiences of the council tenants 
will be discussed further in later chapters (10-13) in the 
light of specific issues.
The following chapter identifies the role-related 
characteristics of housing providers which may influence 
their evaluation and decision-making during the process of 
housing creation described above.
CHAPTER 7: ROLE RELATED CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING PROVIDERS
' Introduction
A group of housing providers representing the variety of 
roles associated with housing provision were identified as 
described above (chapter 6). It has been suggested that the 
content of these providers’ evaluations of a common target - 
LA housing - corresponds to certain parameters of their 
roles (proposal 6, p. 3:19; pp. 3:llff). This chapter is 
concerned with the identification of role-related 
characteristics which possibly affect the content of 
evaluation.
The development of roles at the individual and societal 
level have been considered above (chapter 3). The occupation 
of a particular professional role implies that an individual 
shares with other occupants of the same role:
(i) Background characteristics which predisposed him to 
occupy the role, such as training and previous experience;
(ii) a particular kind of interaction with occupants of 
other roles and with his environment, the content of which 
is defined by his own current role.
Background Characteristics
The adoption of a professional role by a given individual 
implies that he is qualified to adopt this role (chapter 3). 
All professional occupants of the role of 'architect* within
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the LA housing system must have in common a period of 
training in architecture. All lettings officers must have in 
common a period of training as lettings officers. The 
combination of previous training and experience has been 
suggested above (proposal 6, p. 3:19) to be important in the 
choice of indicators considered important in evaluation.
Role Content
A professional role implies a set of duties and 
responsibilities which define role-occupant's daily 
activities (chapter 3). This content-specific aspect of a 
particular role focusses the role-occupant upon particular 
indicators which, it is suggested, (proposal 6, p. 3:19) are 
important in his evaluation of relevant targets. Providers 
were classified according to content of work as described 
below.
Within the housing system as a whole, it is possible to make 
a further distinction between housing providers in terms of 
overall involvement with the target of evaluation. Degree of 
involvement is to a certain extent independent of content of 
involvement; for example a cleaner may be 'involved' in 
cleaning an office block on a full or part-time basis, but 
in both cases the content of involvement would be similar. 
Degree of involvement has been used as a further basis upon 
which to classify housing providers, as described below ( p. 
7: 5).
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METHOD
Professional Background of Housing Providers
Housing providers differ in the degree of formal training 
and experience required for their various roles. The range 
of backgrounds (BG) of providers was established by asking 
each interviewee for a brief history of their training and 
previous employment. The 17 (p. 6:11) housing providers
were then classified according to BG in the following four 
categories:
1. Formal training and LA practice in a design profession 
- architecture and planning.
2. Academic training in a non-design-related profession,
for example, economics, and work on LA housing/planning 
schemes.
3. LA BG, "apprenticeship/in-service" training in a
variety of LA departments.
4. Training in engineering and work in maintenance.
Job Content
LA housing has been established as a common target of 
evaluation for housing providers. The LA housing system, 
being part of a larger bureaucracy, includes many 
administrative staff, who are theoretically housing 
providers. However, their contact with the target of 
evaluation - physical buildings - was felt to be too
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distant, for their evaluations of it to be confidently 
expected to relate to their own roles in a manner comparable 
to that which is being suggested for the housing providers 
who were interviewed (see discussion, p. 7:6). Only those 
providers who are directly involved with the process of 
creating, letting and maintaining housing have therefore 
been sampled in the interviews.
The content area of each role-occupant1s duties were 
elicited by asking each of them,
"What does your job consist of?"
and noting the label attached to their position within the 
housing system. The 17 housing providers were then 
classified according to job content in the following seven 
categories.
1. Planning.
2. Design.
3. Co-ordinating housing functions.
4. Lettings/Tenant Research.
5. Management.
6. Maintenance.
7. Caretaking/Welfare.
Involvement with Housing Creation
During the creation of any complex product by a group of 
providers, there is a sequence of stages, in each of which a 
particular combination of providers is involved. Any 
decisions which are made at each stage will be affected to 
varying extents by the indicators which those involved 
consider to be important in evaluating the possible options 
(proposal 3, p. 3:18). The resulting decisions ultimately 
affect the users of the product (proposal 7, p. 3:20)j as 
discussed in chapters 1-3 above. By examining the process in 
a specific context it has been possible to identify in some 
detail stages in the creation of local authority housing, 
and the nature of the providers who are involved at each 
stage. An account of the housing creation process is given 
above (pp. 6: 18-30)*
Table 6:1 presents an outline of the main stages of the 
housing process and the involvement of different providers, 
which has been incorporated into the analysis of providers' 
role-related characteristics. From table 6:1 were derived 
three parameters of involvement as follows:
1. Stage at which first involved.
2. Number of stages in which involved.
3. Influence of stages in which involved.
Providers were classified according to each of these 
parameters, and then given a combined involvement score.
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Using these scores in conjunction with table 6:1 it was 
possibly usefullyto distinguish six qualitatively different 
degrees of involvement with the housing creation process. 
These were:
1. Involved at an early stage, influential in
brief-setting and most following decisions.
2. Involved at all early stages of design, and in
negotiation with respect to design solutions.
3. Involved in evaluating design solutions, and
negotiation over some aspects of design.
4. Minor involvement in evaluation of design solutions.
5. Involved ‘in evaluation of estate after construction.
6. Not involved at all in the housing creation process.
This parameter of involvement is referred to by Canter &
Rees (1982), who describe experience as varying in focus 
(see p. 2:25).
The three category schemes just described are presented 
together in table 7:1. Each housing provider interviewed was 
classified according to each category. Providers could then 
be described in terms of a three-digit numerical profile 
summarizing their background, job content and involvement 
with the housing creation process.
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Table 7:1 - Classification of Role-Related Characteristics
Characteristic Classification
Background 1. Formal training; Work in Housing/Planning
2. Local Authority
3. Engineering Training ^Maintenance
Role Content 1. Planning
2. Design.
3. Co-ordinating Housing Functions
4. Lettings/Tenant Research
5. Management
6. Maintenance
7. Car etaking/Welf are
Involvement 1. Involved from early stages of housing 
creation. Involved in decision-making 
capacity. Involved in many stages of 
housing creation.
2.
3.
4.
5.
Decreasing involvement in 
housing creation
6. Not involved at all in creation of 
housing.
DATA
The 17 housing providers will be referred to below by the 
numbers 1-17, and conventional role-labels will not be used 
at this stage. In the light of proposal 6 (p. 3:19) the
category profile is felt to be a more precise and relevant 
description of the role. It is the characteristics 
associated with these profiles that are expected to relate 
to the content of evaluation (proposal 6, p. 3:19).
The category profiles of the 17 housing providers are set 
out in table 7:2. Some of the profiles are identical, 
usually in the case of providers who occupy corresponding 
roles with respect to different estates. There are 
consequently 13 category profiles representing 17 
role-occupants.
ANALYSIS
Following the identification of three role-related 
characteristics and the description of housing providers in 
terms of these characteristics, one of the analysis routines 
associated with Facet Theory is now employed to faciliate 
the interpretation of this data.
Multidimensional Scalogram Analysis (MSA)
MSA is a non-metric analysis technique which can take into 
account the simultaneous classification of housing providers 
according to a number of different variables. It can produce 
a geometric representation of a composite classification of 
housing providers based on "multivariate distributions of
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Table 7:2 - Classification of Housing Providers with respect to Role-Related Giaracteristics
Housing Provider Background Role Content Involvement with 
Housing
1 1 - Formal Training etc. 1 - Planning 3
2 2 - LA 1 - Planning 3
3 1 - Formal Training etc. 2 - Design 2*
4 1 - Formal Training etc. 2 - Design 2*
5 1 - Formal Training etc. 3 - Co-ordination p**
6 1 - Formal Training etc. 3 - Co-ordination p**
7 1 - Formal Training etc. 4 - Lettings/Res. 4
8 2 - LA 5 - Management 3
9 2 - LA 4 - Lettings/Res. 1
10 2 - LA 4 - Lettings/Res. 6
11 2 - LA 5 - Management 4
12 2 “ ^  , 5 - Management 5
13 1 - formal Training etc. 5 - Management 5
14 3 - Eng./Main. 6 - Maintenance 5***
15 3 - Eng./Wain. 6 - Maintenance 5***
16 3 - Eng./Main. 6 .- Maintenance ^ #+★
17 3 - Eng./Main. 7 - Caretaking etc. 6
Asterisks indicate providers with identical profiles. These providers usually occupy 
corresponding roles with respect to different estates.
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observations" Zjsvelun, in Shye 1978). Some of the major 
definitions and conditions associated with MSA, taken from 
an article by EliZevelun (in Shye, 1978) are given below:
"Multivariate distribution is defined as the simultaneous 
assignment of categories to a given population on a set of 
items. Each subject in this population has a structuple of 
categories, that is, a collection of the categories, one 
from each item. All subjects with the same structuple 
constitute a subpopulation, and the size of this 
subpopulation is called the structuple frequency. A
scalogram is a rectangular matrix in which the columns 
represent items and the rows subjects. The matrix indicates, 
for each subject, the category to which it belongs in each 
item."
The term 'structuple1 refers to the numerical profile of
each housing provider. Table 7:2 shows profiles for the 17
housing providers. Only 13 of these profiles, or structuples 
are different from each other. Providers 3 and 4 have
identical profiles, as do providers 5 and 6, and providers 
14, 15 and 16. In frevelun*s terms, one of the structuples has
a frequency of 3, two of them have a frequency of 2 and the
remaining ten structuples have a frequency of 1.
The MSA procedure can be used to produce a geometric 
representation, given the profiles presented in table 7:2. 
The usefulness of this representation in the interpretation 
of the data rests partly on the principle of conti guity, 
described by Canter (1983a) as follows:
"one of the general tests employed in facet theory is to
establish whether a spatial representation of the
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observations can be created such that the similarity between 
profiles is directly reflected in their closeness in space. 
This has been referred to as Guttman's principle of
contiguity (Lingoes, 1979, p. 38). All multidimensional 
scaling procedures are ways of providng geometrical 
representations of relational data (Lingoes, 1968), but it 
is the use of the principle of contiguity and the
examination of differences between profiles which are 
derived from facets which distinguishes the facet approach".
Canter (1983a) also provides a description of the
configuration produced by the MSA procedure.
"The procedure creates a configuration of points, where each 
point represents a respondent, and the regions of the space 
reflect the categories of .each variable. ... MSA creates an 
optimum configuration of points which satisfies as many as 
possible of the regional limitations set by each variable. 
Inevitably, for some data, a configuration cannot be found 
in which for each variable there are regions of the space 
corresponding to the categories of that variable. In other 
words, in many cases not all variables actually give rise to 
regions within the configuration, especially if a 
two-dimensional configuration is specified. However,' the 
computer program does provide plots for each variable. These 
can be used to establish whether contiguous regions of the 
space can be found for any given variable and hence whether 
it is functioning as a facet in a particular set of data. 
MSA, then, is a general solution to the problem of 
representing individuals as points in a space for which each 
of the variables is a way of partitioning that space and 
each of the categories of a variable is a region of that 
space."
7sll
The optimum configuration of points representing the housing 
providers is shown in figure 7:1. Figures 7:2, 7:3 and 7:4 
show the plots for .the three variables of background, job 
content and involvement with the housing creation process. 
Each figure consists of a set of points in a specific 
configuration. The relationship of the points to each other 
is the relevant aspect of the plots. The overlay shows 
regions into which the space can be partitioned according to 
the three variables of background, job content and 
involvement. Other possible measures, such as the distance 
of points from a hypothetical centre of the plot, have no 
information value. The plots are therefore presented without 
axes.
Stress Measure and Dimensionaility
The representation presented in figures 7:1-7:4 is a 
two-dimensional configuration. The MSA algorithm allows the 
user to specify the number of dimensions employed in each 
analysis. The number of dimensions in which the data is most 
usefully represented depends partly on the extent to which, 
for a given number of dimensions, a spatial representation 
of the observations can be created such that the similarity 
between profiles is directly reflectd in their closeness in 
space - that is, the extent to which contiguity exists.
One measure of this is the coefficient of contiguity, 
described by Hill and Tzamir (1972) as follows:
"The aggregate measure of contiguity is entitled the 
coefficient of contiguity, X , which expresses the degree of
7:12
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fit between the actual multidimensional profiles and the 
optimal two-dimensional solution. When A = +1, there is 
perfect contiguity and when A = -1 there is perfect
discontiguity."
Hill and Tzamir assume a two-dimensional solution, although, 
as mentioned above, the number of dimensions can be 
specified by the user.
The acceptable number of dimensions depends not only on the 
coefficient of contiguity, but on the interpretability of 
the data in the light of the initial ’hypothesized 
correspondence1 (Guttman, 1958, p. 4:5).
In many studies using the Facet Theory approach, the 
research questions arising .from this hypothesized 
correspondence are expressed in the form of a mapping 
sentence, such as the housing satisfaction mapping sentence 
presented in chapter 2 (p. 2:25 ff). The facets of the
research questions and their elements are clearly stated in 
such a sentence.
However in the case of the study presented here, the research 
questions are concerned with the relationship between role 
and the content of- evaluation. They require an approach
which does not predetermine the characteristics of 
role-occupants or indicators upon which they base their 
evaluations; and which can most usefully be carried out
using a case-study approach.
Mapping sentences are not used, and facets are not formally
specified. The proposals presented in chapter 3 (pp*
3:18-19) are considered to be the most appropriate form in
7:1^
which to express the research questions; and the 
acceptability of any geometric representations resulting 
from multidimensional scaling techniques will depend to a 
large extent on their meaningfulness in the light of the 
specific aspect of the research proposals which is being 
considered.
However the numerical stress measure, the coefficient of 
contiguity will also be presented in each case and taken 
into consideration as appropriate.
The coefficient of contiguity for the representation 
presented in figure 7:1 is 0.85. Guttman (Guttman & Guttman 
1974) does not refer to a specific acceptable value for the 
coefficient of contiguity when discussing the partitioning 
of MSA represenations. However values of the order of .8 and 
over are relatively high.
DISCUSSION
The representations of housing provider profiles in figures 
7:1-7:4 show distinct groupings of points, as indicated by 
the overlay; this finding is in keeping with the coefficient 
of contiguity of .85. In the case of two of the three 
role-related characteristics (background and job content), 
the space divides clearly into regions reflecting the 
classifications of housing providers.. With respect to 
background (figure 7:2), three regions can be distinguished 
which correspond to the three classifications of formal 
training, local authority experience and engineering or 
maintenance experience. With respect to job content (figure 
7: 3) the space can be divided so that the providers
7:15
involved in design, housing co-ordination, lettings, 
maintenance and caretaking are in clear regions. The 
planning and housing management providers are less clearly 
distinguished from each other.
The picture is less clear with respect to involvement with 
the housing creation process (figure 7:4). The space does 
not divide into distinct regions corresponding to degrees of 
involvement. Reporting the results of an MSA in a study 
concerned with the conceptualizations of prisons by staff 
and prisoners (Ambrose and Canter, 1979), Canter (1983a) 
states that:
"In the present case "significance" is revealed by the 
existence of non-controversial partitions of the 
multi-dimensional spatial representation of the similarities 
between individuals in their card-sorts".
It may that the absence of "non-controversial partitions" in 
figure 7:4 is an indication that involvement with housing 
creation is a less significant 'aspect of a providers1 role 
than are background and job content.
CONCLUSION
Local authority housing providers can be meaningfully 
described with respect to background, and role content, and 
also, although less clearly, with respect to involvement in 
the housing creation process. The relationship between these 
characteristics and the content of evaluation of housing 
providers will be considered in the following chapters, in 
the light of the proposed relationship between role and 
evaluation (proposals 4, 5 and 6, p. 3:19).
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CHAPTER 8: THE CONTENT OF PROVIDERS1 EVALUATIONS
INTRODUCTION
In the previous chapter, 17 local authority housing 
providers were described, not in terms of their conventional 
role-labels, but in terms of their professional backgrounds, 
current job content, and involvement in the housing creation 
process. the literature concerning evaluation and role 
reviewed earlier in this study (chapters 1, 2 and 3)
suggests that such role-related characteristics are likely 
to affect the content of evalation (see proposals pp. 
3:18-19).
The first section of this chapter describes how the content 
of evaluation of the 17 housing providers was identified, 
and presents an analysis of this content. The second section 
of the chapter describes each housing provider in terms of 
the content of his/her own evaluation of the local authority 
housing system.
SECTION ONE: THE CONTENT OF PROVIDERS1 EVALUATIONS
INTRODUCTION
This section of the study presents a picture of the 
indicators of evaluation used by the housing providers as a 
group. the grouping of these indicators in terms of their 
identification-by providers is then discussed.
BJETHOD
Data about the content of providers* evaluations was
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obtained in open-ended interviews. The process of contacting 
and interviewing housing providers was described above 
(chapter 6). Questions 2-5 in provider interviews (p. 6:12)
evaluation of housing providers. Content of evaluation is 
operationally defined as the indicators or issues upon which 
evaluation is based. In order for these indicators to be 
spontaneously indentified by each housing provider, 
interview questions were kept very general. Their purpose 
was to provide a focus, or target, of evaluation which could 
be hypothetically within the range of influence of the 
providerfs roles upon his evaluations; without prejudging 
the indicators of evaluation for each respondent, as more 
often occurs in evaluation research (see chapter 2).
As described above (pp. 6:llff) the target of evaluation was 
supplied to housing providers. Questions about features to 
look for (LF) and Avoid (AV) (p. 6:12, Questions 2 and 3) 
in housing were considered to provide a suitable focus of 
evaluation for comparison among housing providers.
The general purpose of questions 2 and 3 (together) was to 
produce a rectangular data matrix of the following form:
were intended to elicit information about the content of
Indicator of Evaluation (I)
Housing
Provider
The value required for the general cell (Pa, lb) in the 
matrix is the frequency with which the ' a'th housing 
provider refers to the 'b'th indicator when discussing 
features to look for (LF) and avoid (AV) in LA housing.
To obtain this data objectively from replies to the two 
general questions, a content analysis (CA) technique was 
used.
CONTENT ANALYSIS OF PROVIDERS1 EVALUATIONS
Content Analysis: The Technique and its Justification
Objective CA of‘ qualitative data is possible provided it is 
done thoroughly. The technique is time-consuming, but there 
are certain situations in which its particular advantages 
make it uniquely appropriate (p. 5:3). In this research, a 
major purpose of the interviews was to elicit from different 
role-occupants information about the content of their 
evaluations of LA housing. This necessitated allowing 
interviewees to reply individually to general questions. The 
resulting data wer& rich in content, but difficult to compare 
in their raw form. CA is able to standardize such data, in the 
form most appropriate for answering the questions which the 
research wishes to put to the data (p. 5:6, p. 5:9).
There are a variety of CA procedures, variously designed to 
answer different kinds of questions (p. 5:5). In this case, 
the purpose of the analysis was to establish the frequency 
with which different content issues were referred to in 
response to two general questions (p.6*12, questions 2 and 3), 
The procedure adopted was as follows:
8:3
Sampling and Recording
The responses to questions 2 and 3 together comprised the 
sample for a content analysis of providers1 evaluations of 
local authority housing. The Sample was divided into 
statements, or recording units (p. 5:10) and written on
cards. The question being responded to and the identity of 
the interviewee were written on the reverse of the card in 
each case.
Data Reduction
The recording units were sorted into categories according to 
semantic content. These categories comprise the indicators 
of evaluation on the basis of which respondents were making 
their evaluations of the relevant targets. They were not 
imposed by the research, but developed as the recording unit 
cards were sorted, using a form of the dichotomous decision 
method (Holsti 1969) in which sorting into specific 
categories takes place in a series of stages, from general 
to specific. The reliability of the categories derived from 
the sorting procedure was checked, by two independent 
sorters, who were given the following instructions:
"Here is a pile of cards. On the uppermost side of each 
card, a statement is written. I would like you to sort the 
cards into piles so that statements which are similar in 
content are in the same pile. You may use as many piles as 
you like, and place any number of cards in each pile, but no 
card can go into two piles. In other words, the piles must 
be quite separate and mutually exclusive. There is no time 
limit. Please do not look at the reverse side of the cards."
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An inter-rater reliability check was calculated, based on 
the degree of consensus for the three card sorts conducted 
independently by the three people involved - the researcher 
and two other sorters. The reliability of the categories 
used was found to be 95.21%. The piles of cards were then 
used to construct a matrix of the frequencies with which 
each role-occupant identified each indicator when evaluating 
the target of evaluation, local authority housing.
RESULTS
The content analysis produced a total of 33 indicators of 
evaluation for all the housing providers interviewed. Table 
8:1 shows the frequency with which each housing provider 
referred to each indicator, as a percentage of that housing 
provider* s total response to. the relevant questions.
These data are discussed below in conjunction with the 
information provided by Smallest Space Analysis (another 
technique associated with facet theory) which ' is now 
described.
SMALLEST SPACE ANALYSIS OF PROVIDERS* EVALUATIONS
The information contained in table 8:1 about the 
similarities and differences between indicators in terms of 
their identification by providers is not easy to interpret 
in this form. Considering each of the 33 indicators of 
evaluation as a variable, it is possible to construct a 
correlation matrix which reflects these similarities and 
differences. A high positive correlation between two 
indicators would suggest that they had been largely referred
8.5
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to by the same providers; a low or negative correlation 
would suggest that providers referring to one of the 
indicators tended not to refer to the other.
A spatial representation of the similarities and differences 
can be obtained using smallest space analysis, which has the 
advantage of being a non-metric multidimensional scaling 
technique. It is explained by Canter (1983ia)as follows:
"To provide an account of a pattern of correlations it turns 
out that a procedure which represents the size of the 
correlation between two items as the inverse of the distance 
between them has much to recommend it. This is precisely 
what many multidimensional scaling (MDS) procedures do, the 
major difference in the present case being that we wish to 
examine the resulting spatial configurations of variables by 
considering partitions of the space (its "regional 
structure") rather than by identifying clusters or 
dimensions as such. ...
In essence, the computing algorithm rank-orders the 
correlations between all items. It then generates a spatial 
representation of those items, with points representing 
items, and rank-orders the distances between the points. An 
iterative procedure is used which compares the ranks of the 
distances, altering the configuration until the best fit is 
achieved between the two sets of ranks. A limitation is set 
by the researcher on the dimensionality of the space in 
which the configuration is generated."
From the results of the content analysis presented in table 
8:1, a matrix of Kendall correlation coefficients was 
computed, showing correlations between the 33 indicators of
8s 7
evaluation. A smallest space analysis was then carried out, 
which produced a two-dimensional spatial representation of 
the indicators shown in figure 8:1 .
Discussing SSA representations, Canter (1983a) points out 
that:
"Because the plot is developed from the relationships among 
the items, not from their relationships to some notional 
"dimension" or "factor", the pattern of points (their 
regional distribution) can be examined directly."
The computer procedure does in fact use Cartesian 
co-ordinates to produce the spatial configuration, but they 
provide no further relevant information and so have not been 
included in the representations throughout this study.
Stress, Dimensionality and Models
As in the case of MSA, there is a numerical indication of 
the degree of fit represented by the optimal solution for a 
specified number of dimensions. This measure is called the 
coefficient of alienation. It is the correlation between the 
ranks of the observations according to their linear 
distances in the spatial representation. A high coefficient 
of alienation suggests that the relationships between the 
observations cannot be represented completely accurately in 
the number of dimensions used. An increase in the number of 
dimensions may reduce any distortion which is occurring in 
the representation. When this is the case, it is an 
indication that there may be aspects of the data which have 
not been fully revealed in the representation of lower-order 
dimensionality.
8:8
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Canter (1983a) describes such an occurrence in an example 
taken from the study of housing satisfaction, referred to in 
chapter 2 (pp. 2:25ff). A four-dimensional smallest space 
analysis was carried out, and the major hypothesized facets 
(see p. 2:2'6) were clearly identified in the representations 
produced. The presence of a further hypothesized facet was 
also indicated by one of the six representations produced by 
the four-dimensional analysis. (Four-dimensional analyses 
are represented in six two-dimensional plots showing the six 
possible pairs of vectors plotted against each other, as 
follows: vector 1 ploted against vector 2; 1 against 3? 1 
against 4; 2 against 3; 2 against 4; and 3 against 4).
However, the facet, concerned with differences between 
husbands and wives, did not produce a major effect in the 
study in question; and in fact analyses of lower-order 
dimensionality may well be adequate for the meaningful 
interpretation of major effects. The advantage of analyses 
of two or three dimensions is that they are easier to 
represent and interpret.
The models presented by Canter (1983a & b) and other
researchers (Levy, (1976); Kenny and Canter, 1979, Brown 
1979) describe specific facets which are summarized in 
corresponding mapping sentences. A mapping sentence requires 
the identification of specific facets, and it expresses the 
relationships between them.
As suggested above (Chapter 7) the research presented here 
did not lend itself to very precise specification of facets.
The numbers involved in formal interviews were to be
relatively small, and would be largely determining the 
structure and content of their responses for themselves; and
8:10
much of the data were to be collected by observation and 
participant observation, rather than by formal interview. In 
fact, the SSA data presented in this study does not always 
partition clearly, and the interpretation of the SSA 
representations does not make use of formal structures. 
However the smallest space analyses used throughout this 
study have been extremely useful in contributing to an 
understanding of the data. The particular contribution of 
each SSA representation will be considered in the light of 
the relevant research proposals (pp. 3:18-19); coefficients 
of alienation are presented and discussed as appropriate.
The coefficient of alienation for the analysis represented 
in figure 8:1 is 0.14. Guttman (1968) suggets that a value 
of 0.15 or below indicates a reasonable stress level.
DISCUSSION
• The suggested relationship between role and evaluation has 
implications for the likely "regional structure" (Canter 
1983a p. 8:7) of the spatial representation in figure 8:1.
If the suggested relationship exists, the indicators chosen 
by any one provider are unlikely to reflect a wide variety 
of disconnected concerns. . It is more likely that, if a 
particular role-occupant emphasizes a particular indicator, 
(s)he will emphasize other indicators of similar content. 
This would produce a 'correlation matrix within which 
subgroups of indicators correlate more highly with each 
other than with other indicators.
One way of discovering whether or not such subgroups exist
8s 11
is to express relationships between correlations in the 
spatial representations produced by SSA in which indicators 
which correlate highly are situated close to each other. The 
existence or otherwise of such subgroups can be determined 
by considering whether the representation in figure 8:1 can 
be partitioned into regions containing indicators which are 
similar in content.
The regions marked in figure 8:1 show that it 'has been 
possible to distinguish regions in the space which contain 
subgroups of indicators similar to each other in content.
Provider responses to a request for a general evaluation of 
local authority housing can be described in terms of six 
main content areas: general considerations during the design 
process; building form and appearance; design faults and 
design problems; housing management; local authority-tenant 
relations; and housing maintenance.
The six content areas are qualitatively rather than 
quantitatively different from each other. In a study of 
housing satisfaction, Rees and Canter (1979) also found 
qualitative differences in the content of evaluation to be 
represented in SSA space in a non-linear pattern. The actual 
content areas they found, which formed the elements of a 
qualitative facet, are of particular interest in relation to 
the content of user evaluations, and are discussed further 
in chapter 11.
Speaking more generally about the qualitative facet, Canter 
(1983a) suggesis that there is evidence of:
"a remarkably consistent occurence of this structure in
8:12
evaluation data"
Canter also suggests that:
"It is such differences in kind which form the fabric of 
social discourse and policy-making".
' SECTION TWO: THE DESCRIPTION OF PROVIDERS ACCORDING TO THEIR 
EVALUATIONS
INTRODUCTION
To establish the extent to which differences in kind reflect 
differing perspectives among the 17 housing providers 
identified in chapter 7 requires the evaluation data to be 
in a form in which it is readily comparable to the data 
concerning role-related characteristics. The clear-grouping 
of the indicators of evaluation into six content-related 
regions in figure 8:1 enables role-occupants to be concisely 
described in terms of the kinds of indicators which they 
have identified. The procedure used to do this is described 
below.
METHOD
The content areas in Figure 8:1 form six discrete 
categories. If each provider is given six 'scores1 according 
to how frequently (s)he referred to indicators in each 
category, the result is a set of 17 six-digit profiles 
describing providers in terms of the content of evaluation.
8:13
DATA
The procedure just described was carried out, using a range 
of scores from 1-4, as shown in table 8:2. The six 
categories of content and the corresponding profiles of 
provider scores are also presented in table 8:2. These 
six-digit profiles are a numerical expression of qualitative 
data. They are concise and suitable for statistical 
analysis. However, they are the result of many hours of 
methodical content analysis, rather than being simple 
ratings or vague guesses.
ANALYSIS
By analysing the profiles in table 8:2 using a MSA 
procedure, it is possible to produce a spatial 
representation which configures the housing providers 
according to their similarity with respect to content of 
evaluation. As with role-related characteristics, the MSA 
produced a general plot and specific plots relating to each 
indicator. The general plot is presented in figure 8:2, and 
the specific variable plots are presented in Appendix 2, 
figures A, B, C, D, E and F. The points again represent each 
housing provider. Again, the closer points are to each 
other, the more similar are the six score profiles of the 
corresponding housing providers. The analysis is 
two-dimensional, and the coefficient of contiguity is 0.87.
DISCUSSION
The points in figure 8:2 representing housing providers are 
quite distinctly grouped, and all points are not at the same
8*14
Table Q ;2~hS ^Categories of~ Provider *s 'Evaluations and their Profiles
'Provider'ProfilesCategory
.Design JProcesa; !__ j_j '1
Building Form and 1 !__2
Appearance! I 1 ! j '
'Design- Faints/Problans 3
Management j ; ; |
.IA-Tenant. itel ations. 
Maintenance '■ ; 1 !
.11_1J313.L3.L2 2 __4L4\._.4.
Not Discussed | ' I
Very briefly discussed
Moderately discussed 
Extensively jdisaiss'ed
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distance from each other. The coefficient of contiguity for 
the analysis is acceptable (0.87,. see p. 7 :15) - According to 
the principle of contiguity (p. 7 :10 ff), providers
represented by points which are situated close together are 
more similar to each other in content of evaluation than are 
providers represented by points at some distance apart. For 
example, the configuration suggests that providers 9 and 11 
are more similar to each other in the content of their 
evaluations than are providers 3 and 11.
Specific variables can be further considered by examining 
the variable plots (appendix 2, A-F) and the scores in table 
8:2. These show that providers were quite different from 
each other in the extent to which they discussed different 
indicators. Only providers 11 and 12 referred to indicators 
in every category, and for each category, there were some 
providers who referred to no indicators within that 
category.
The first variable plot shows provider scores for the design 
process category (appendix 2A) . Providers possessing the 
same scores are represented by points which are relatively 
close to each other. This results in a plot in which it is 
possible to distinguish four groups of providers who differ 
in the frequency with which they referred to the design 
process when evaluating local authority housing. Examination 
of the other 5 variable plots do not show such clear 
distinctions. However for most variables a distinction can 
be seen between a group of providers who do not refer to a 
particular category of indicator at all (indicated by a 
score of 1), and the remaining providers who refer at least 
briefly to indicators in the relevant category (indicated by 
a score of 2, 3 or 4).
8:17
Further interpretation of these data in the light of the 
proposed relationship between role and evaluation requires a 
comparison of the .representations produced by the MSA just 
discussed and the MSA of role-related characteristics in 
chapter 7. This comparison is presented in the following 
chapter.
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CHAPTER 9: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROVIDERS' ROLES AND
EVALUATIONS
INTRODUCTION
Using the MSA and SSA techniques as described above 
(Chapters 7 and 8) it was possible to organize the data 
about housing providers in such a way as to investigate 
empirically which type of relationship existed between 
role-related characteristics and the content of evaluation. 
Two different types of relationship are now considered. It 
is possible that either:
(i) the same types of characteristics affect all 
role-occupants equally;
(ii) characteristics affect different role-occupants to 
different extents.
The two suggestions have different implications for the MSA 
results. Suggestion (i) implies a corresponding grouping of 
role-occupants in the two general MSA plots (figures 7:1 and 
8:2); but suggestion (ii) implies- a less clear result, which 
is now discussed.
The profiles MSA (figure 7:1) is a composite representation 
of three types of characteristics. Therefore the 
relationships it indicates between role-occupants for any 
one type of characteristic will be to a certain extent 
distorted by the other two characteristics. It has been 
suggested that, for any particular role-occupant, one 
characteristic may be dominant in its influence on the 
content of evaluation. The effect of this characteristic may
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be seen in the issues MSA (Figure 8:2), but not necessarily 
in the profiles MSA (Figure 7:1), because of the distortion 
of the other two characteristics. Corresponding groups of 
role-occupants in the two MSAs would therefore not be 
expected.
Comparing the grouping of housing providers on the 
role-characteristics MSA (figure 7:1) and the evaluation MSA 
(figure 8:2), it can be seen that expectation (i), that of 
corresponding groups is over-simple. This suggests that the 
model of three types of role-related characteristics, each 
having equal effects on the content of evaluation, of 
role-occupants, is over-simple. Either the relationship is 
more complex than this, or no relationship exists.
Consideration of the data and of evaluation literature 
(Chapters 1-3) suggests that the former alternative is more 
likely? namely, that the relationship is a more complex one.
This complex relationship between role and content of 
evaluation is discussed in detail below, with specific 
reference to each role-occupant. It will be seen that the 
suggested role-related characteristics affect different 
role-occupants to different extents. The characteristics 
which appear to • have most effect on the content of 
evaluation for each role-occupant are identified, and 
possible reasons for the influence of these characteristics 
are suggested.
Role-Occupants 1 and 2
There are two role-occupants (ROs) whose training and work
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content are exclusively in the area of planning. RO 1 was 
professionally trained as a planner, and examines design 
proposals submitted b y 'the architects' department. R02 was 
trained within the planning department of the LA and is 
concerned more with the administrative and procedural 
aspects of planning supervision of proposed housing schemes. 
For both ROs there seems to be a clear relationship between 
role and evaluation. With respect to content of their 
previous training and of their current work, they are both 
concerned with planning. Their roles may be structurally 
different, but they are concerned with similar content. A 
consideration of the job descriptions of each RO shows the 
similarity of content.
R01 considers planning proposals and spends much of his time 
checking plans, with specific respect to density, fit with 
surrounding buildings, and provision of suitable facilities 
and services in the area. His monitoring of plans is part of 
the procedures set up within the planning department to 
ensure that all planning proposals receive the same 
treatment. The supervision of these procedures forms a large 
part of the work of R02. She is concerned with which 
proposals are accepted, which need to be amended, and which 
are unacceptable. She is familiar with the reasons for the 
decisions which are made by R01. The emphasis on density, 
fit with surroundings, and facilities are very relevant in 
her work. ROs 1 and 2 share, therefore, a concern with these 
planning-related constraints and with the administrative 
procedures of the planning department.
Having established the similarity in work content for ROs 1 
and 2, let us turn to their evaluations. . Both ROs have 
emphasized design process and appearance, and have ignored
the other four issues discussed by other ROS. Design process 
and appearance are issues which are particularly relevant to 
the work of ROs 1 and 2. There appear, then, to be two 
factors which suggest a relationship between role content 
and the content of evaluation for these two ROs:
1. There is a similarity in the role content of ROs 1 and
2, and a corresponding similarity in their content of 
evaluation.
2. Tables 8:1 and 8:2 show that the actual content of 
evaluation for ROs 1 and 2 is concerned with the process of 
design and with the external appearance of the object of 
evaluation. The process of design is relevant to the work of 
ROs 1 and 2 because of the fixed procedure for monitoring 
the design process, and the fixed guidelines about the 
nature of the monitoring. These guidelines are chiefly 
concerned with density and the visual relationships with 
other buildings. The appearance of LA housing is clearly 
related to this relationship. The most relevant aspect of 
role when considering the evaluations of ROS 1 and 2 
appears, then, to be job content.
ROs 3 and 4
These two ROs have similar roles with respect to the target 
of evaluation. They are both responsible for designing LA 
housing. Their background is a professional training in 
architecture, and their work content is concerned with 
design. For these two ROs the similarity in work content was 
again parallelled by a similarity in the content of 
evaluation. However, in this case, evaluation appeared to be
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more concerned with issues which are emphasized during 
architectural training than with issues which are 
exclusively related to work content. All six categories of 
indicators identified by housing providers have implications 
for housing design. However, when asked to give general 
evaluations of LA housing, the ROs whose work comprises 
housing design based their evaluations chiefly on design 
process and appearance, and to a lesser extent on the 
LA-tenant relationship.
The indicators of evaluation considered important in 
architectural training and in the architectural profession 
are largely visual and aesthetic, as discussed in Chapters 2 
and 3. The ROs who were professionally trained as architects 
appear to be heavily influenced by this training when 
evaluating LA housing. Their common perspective gives them a 
sense of professional identity and lends the profession an 
appearance of unity. This salience of indicators important 
to the profession as a whole, and often acquired during 
training, confirms the importance of training suggested by 
Goode (1957, p. 3:11), Hershberger (1974, p. 3:13) and 
others, and summarized in proposal 6 (p. 3:19). It is
illustrated by the features of particular interest to one of 
the architects, presented in the photographs in Appendix 3.
RO 5
R051s position is a unique one. He is largely concerned with 
the administration and coordination of several different 
sections of the DOH, and also liaises with the BAD and the 
DDP. Table 6:1 shows him to be involved with many stages of 
the housing creation process. His current work content is
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therefore varied, with an emphasis on liaising with many 
different groups of people. This varied work content is 
reflected in the variety of groups of issues to which R05 
referred when evaluating LA housing. He emphasized the 
design process, with many stages in which he is involved in 
a decision-making capacity, and the LA-tenant relationship 
with which he is also involved, since his duties include 
taking a general responsibility for the lettings section. He 
referred to a lesser extent to housing management, and to 
the external appearance of housing. The emphasis on housing 
management is related to work content, since he also takes 
some responsibility for housing management ; and the 
emphasis on appearance may be connected with the fact that 
he has previously worked in planning.
R06
This RO is similar to R05 in the variety of his functions 
and the number of stages of his involvement in the process 
of housing creation. His background of further education 
followed by working in housing and planning is also similar 
to that of R05. However, the actual content of his work is 
biased towards the physical rather than administrative 
aspects of housing, since he is responsible for the section 
of the DOH concerned with the development of briefs for new 
housing and research into the suitability of existing 
housing.
This bias is reflected in his emphasis on the design 
process, external apperance, and design faults. He was also 
concerned to a lesser extent with management problems and 
the LA-tenant relationship in his evaluation of LA housing.
The similarities and differences between the evaluations of 
ROs 5 and 6 reflect the similarities ’ and differences in 
their work content and background. They are both involved in 
a variety of work, and have evaluated LA housing with 
respect to a variety of indicators. R05 emphasizes people 
and procedures rather more than R06, who emphasizes 
procedures and physical characteristics. These differences 
in emphasis correspond to differences in emphasis in work 
content.
R07
This is an interesting example of a housing provider with a 
background of some architectural training and some work in 
planning, who is involved in the general evaluation of LA 
housing as a major part of her work. Her work content has a 
bias towards the physical evaluation of housing, and this is 
reflected in her general evaluation. She evaluated LA 
housing partly with respect to design faults, although she 
also discussed LA-tenant relationships briefly. However, the 
issue upon which she placed most emphasis was the external 
appearance of the buildings. This issue is not necessarily 
of greatest importance to the DOH, for whom this RO is 
working, and may reflect the influence of background rather 
than of work content. The experience of architectural 
training is again seen to have a strong and long-term 
effect.
At this point it is interesting to note that all the ROs 
with a background in architecture or planning and/or current 
work in architecture or planning emphasize external 
appearance quite strongly when asked to make a general
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evaluation of LA housing. Few of the other ROs mention it at 
all.
R08
R08 is a very senior member of the LA who has worked in
housing management for a number of years. His evaluation of 
LA housing was concerned with LA-tenant relations, and with 
management and maintenance, although he briefly mentioned 
the three remaining issues of design process, appearance and 
design faults. An evaluation of housing appeared to him to
be inseparable from an evaluation of management policies,
determined in the light of a particular model of the
LA-tenant relationship which he felt was desirable.
This demonstrates in a different way the relationship 
between role and evaluation. R08 saw the target of 
evaluation in terms almost exclusively of particular issues, 
connected with the content of his work over several decades. 
Any other issues were considered only in terms of .their 
implications for those issues directly relevant to the major 
part of his work. In this case background and current work 
are difficult to separate,since the content of both is LA 
management. The consequences of this RO's particular 
perspective will be considered below (Chapters 12 and 13), 
in the context of general discussion.
ROs 9 and 10
These are two more ROs who share a similar background and 
work content, and who are also similar in the content of
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their evaluations. They are both involved with the letting 
of LA housing, and both evaluate housing chiefly with 
respect to the LA-tenant relationship. Another important 
issue for both ROs is design faults which create problems in 
letting property.
The difference between these two ROs is that one is more 
senior, with more general responsibilities than the other. 
This RO also evaluates housing with respect to maintenance 
and mentions design processes. This more general evaluation 
reflects the more general work of R09 which would include, 
for example, being involved at various stages in the design 
process. ROIO has a more junior position, and would have 
been involved exclusively with lettings. She evaluated LA 
housing with respect to only two indicators, both 
specifically relevant to letting accommodation. For both ROs 
work, content appears to be a factor with considerable 
influence on the content of evaluation. This may be partly 
because both these RO's have worked for many years in local 
authority housing, and dealt specifically with lettings far 
much of that time. Lettings staff do not receive a large 
amount of formal training (Education and Training for 
Housing Work, p. 3:16). Any training these providers may 
have received would have occurred at a time when training 
procedures for local authority housing staff were less 
formalized and even less distinguishable from daily work 
routines than is the case now.
ROs 11 and 12
ROs 11 and 12 have both had considerable experience of 
managing estates, and of liaising closely with maintenance;
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and both evaluated housing largely with respect to
management and maintenance. Both ROs also discussed external 
appearance, design faults, the design process and LA-tenant 
relations to some extent. In this respect they were similar 
to R08, who held a senior position in LA management. Table 
8:1 shows that the evaluation of R012 was less general than 
that of R011. This difference is similar to the difference 
between ROs 9 and 10. Like RO10, R012's role is less varied 
and less senior than that of ROll.
R013
R013 works at a more junior level still than ROs 11 and 12, 
but also in management. He does not have a LA background, 
since he has not been working long with the LA, and has
never been involved with maintenance. He evaluated LA
housing chiefly with respect to management problems, 
although he also discussed the design process, design faults 
and the external appearance of housing. The relationship 
between work content and the content of evaluation is clear, 
but this RO was more general in his evaluation than would be 
expected from examining his work content’. He has recently 
joined the LA after a general further education, so
background as well . as immediate role content may have 
affected his evaluation.
ROs 14 and 15
These ROs are both working in the maintenance section of the 
DOH, and have a long* background of maintenance work, 
although R015 has also worked closely with management. When 
asked for a general evaluation of LA housing, both evaluated
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it largely with respect to its maintenance. R014 also 
discussed the implications of design faults for maintenance/ 
and R015 discussed management. The other issues were 
mentioned little or not at all by these two ROs. Again the
issues of importance in evaluating LA housing for these ROs
appeared to be influenced by the nature of their involvement 
with this housing.
R016
R016 has a background in caretaking and maintenance. His 
immediate work involves him in the supervision of
caretakers, and the evalution of new housing designs. His
evaluation of housing was .concerned largely with design 
faults and how they related to caretaking; and with the 
relationship between caretaking and housing management. He 
also mentioned maintenance and the external appearance of 
buildings. Generally, his evaluation reflected a 
pre-occupation with those aspects of LA housing which affect 
caretaking and maintenance.
R017
Although this RO is also involved in caretaking, there is an 
interesting difference in his position, and- correspondingly 
in his evaluation, when comparing him with R016. R017 works
as a caretaker on a particular estate, and it was his actual 
work content, rather than his job description, which most 
influenced his evaluation. According to R016, R017's
principal role is to maintain a clean and tidy estate. R016 
was therefore chiefly concerned in his evaluation with those
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features of design which affect this function. R017 found, 
however, that his work consisted as much of liaision with 
tenants as of the actual cleaning of the estate. This was 
reflected in his evaluation of LA housing, which he 
evaluated largely in terms of its bearing on LA-tenant 
relationships. Another important issue of evaluation for him 
was maintenance of housing, which would have a direct effect 
on the ease with which 'his1 estate could be kept in good 
order. The efficiency of maintenance affects the attitude of 
tenants towards the caretaker, who is the easiest target for 
complaints. The actual, rather than the official, content of 
his daily work had most influence in determining the 
indicators upon which R017 based his evaluation.
Discussion
The situation, then, is more complex than suggested in (i) 
(page 9:1). The MSA approach has allowed the data to be 
organized in a manner which demonstrates the complexity of 
the relationship between role and evaluation. The 
organization of the data into role profiles and evaluation 
profiles also enables the suggested relationship, between 
role and evaluation to be examined at an individual level. 
This examination has revealed that the characteristics which 
contribute to a role-occupant1s evaluation of a particular 
target in the real world are unlikely to be the same for 
occupants of different roles. The different types of 
characteristics which have been identified (Chapter 7) vary 
in their influence according to role, and this very 
variation contributes to role-related differences in 
evaluation.
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Differences between providers in different roles were 
suggested , in proposal 5 (p. 3:19) and in some of the
literature described above (for example Zube 1980, p. 3:17? 
Sandahl, 1974, pp. 3:l^ff). The data presented in chapters 7 
and 8 provide a clearer understanding of the nature of 
these differences. In particular,the^  suggest_ the following:
1. There is a consistent relationship between variety of 
involvement with the target of evaluation and variety in 
content of evaluation (for example, R05, R06, R08, R09). 
This relationship parallels Sandahl's finding reported above 
(Sandahl, 1974, pp. 3:lifEf). The lay participants in 
Sandahl's study, who had a more diffuse role than the 
policemen with respect to the scenarios used, were also more 
varied in their construction of the incidents.
2. The influence of training on evaluation appears to be 
particularly important for those role-occupants who have 
received a long period of formal training (for example R03, 
R04, R07). For most other role-occupants current work 
content appears to have the most influence on indicators of 
evaluation. The evaluation of local authority housing is 
.commonly with respect to the extent to which it helps or 
hinders the activities which comprise current role content. 
This relationship between evaluation and activities will be 
considered further in Chapter 13.
3. The indicators of evaluation likely to be influential 
in the creation of housing within the particular LA housing 
system can be discovered by comparing the involvement rating 
for each provider role-occupant with the content of 
evaluation of that role-occupant. This information is 
presented in Table 9:1, for those providers who are
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influential during the housing design process.
Table' 9:1 shows the indicators of evaluation considered 
important by those influential in making decisions which 
affect the actual design of local authority housing. These 
indicators tend to reflect the administrative and aesthetic 
concerns of those providers most involved - the housing 
management and lettings staff, the planning staff, and the 
borough architects. For. example, for at least three types of 
indicators a generalized, formal system, taking little 
account of user preferences, acted as a frame of reference 
for providers. Housing-tenant match referred to the need to 
match housing only in terms of the match of size of 
accommodation with size of household, in a way which 
corresponds to the filing system of the lettings section; 
unit design was seldom discussed with respect to tenant 
lifestyle, but rather in terms of Parker Morris (parker 
Morris, 1963) standards; and concerns about fit with the 
surrounding environment and area-environment were expressed 
in relation to local planning regulations. The issues of 
tenant attitude and public participation were raised very 
negatively, almost in the context, of the need to 
'discipline' tenants, rather than pandering to them by 
allowing them to 'join in'.
The general effect of such combined influences on evaluation 
has been suggested by some evaluation literature (Chapters 2 
and 3). It is described by Biderman (1966) as follows:
"The greater the organization, self-awareness, and political 
power of interest groups, the more likely we are to find 
statistical and other systematic indicators relating to the 
social and economic conditions and trends that those groups
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Table 9:1 - Indicators considered important by providers influential in 
Housing Design
PROVIDER EJVOLVEMEHT* IMPORTANT INDICATORS** OF EVALUATION - most important first
5 1 Design Policies; Housing-Tenant Match; Housing Mix
6 1 Estate Appearance; Housing-Tenant Match; Unit Design; 
Area/Environment
9 1 Housing-Tenant Match; Unit Design; Area/Environment
3 • 2 Housing-Tenant Match; Design Policies; Brief; 
Design Process
4 2 Density; Housing-Tenant Match; Housing Mix; 
Area/Enviroment; High-Rise; Role of Architect
1 3 Housing Form; Area/Environment; Fit with Surrounding 
Environment; Architect's Pole
2 3 Area/Environment; Fit with Surrounding Environment; 
Housing Form
8 3 Tenant Attitudes; Public Participation; Rent Rebate 
Constraints
*1 - Involved at an early state, influential in brief-setting and most following 
decisions.
2 - Involved in all stages of design, and in negotiation with respect to design
solutions.
3 - Involved in evaluating design solutions, and negotiation over sane aspects
of design.
* Indicators referred to in more than 10% of provider's statements.
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believe affect their welfare.
Furthermore, it is more than likely that the indicators will 
reflect the dominant ideological orientations of the most 
powerful and articulate groups affected by the phenomena 
measured."
The consequences of the decision-making power of the 
providers for the experience of users will be explored 
further by comparing directly the evaluations of providers 
and users in Chapter 12, after examining the evaluations of 
users alone.
ROLES AND EVALUATIONS OF HOUSING PROVIDERS: A SUMMARY
The two preceding chapters have been concerned entirely with 
the roles and evaluations of the providers of local 
authority housing. Before turning to the users, it may be 
helpful to summarize the findings which have emerged.
Characteristic of Housing Providers
Contact with the local authority housing system described in 
chapter 6 led to the identification of 17 local authority 
staff whose roles involved them with one or both of two 
small housing estates during creation and/or early 
occupation. It has been proposed (page 3:19) that a 
role-label summarizes particular characteristics related to 
the occupation of that role.
Review of evaluation and role-literature (chapters 2 and 3) 
suggests that the evaluations of these providers may be 
influenced by characteristics associated with background and 
role' content. Analysis of interviews with the 17 housing 
providers revealed that each of their roles could be 
meaningfully described in terms of previous training and 
experience, current content, and degree of involvement with 
the housing creation process. The 17 housing providers 
varied widely with respect to all these characteristics. 
However, for most roles, a particular role content had 
implications for previous training and experience. For 
example, a local authority housing estate caretaker would be 
unlikely to have any formal training in design; whereas a 
local authority architect would be required to have such 
training.
9:17
It is consequently possible to describe the 17 housing 
providers generally in terms of previous training and 
experience and current role content, in the following” 
groups:
1. Staff who have received formal vocational training in 
planning and/or design and who work in the local authority 
planning or architects' departments - providers 1, 3 and 4, 
and provider 2 (partially).
2. Staff who have received formal academic training and 
who work in the management or research section of the local 
authority housing department - providers 5, 6 and 7 and 
provider 13 (partially).
3. Staff who have a local authority background and no 
formal training who work in the management or lettings 
sections of the local authority housing department 
providers 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12.
4. Staff who have previous experience and formal training 
in engineering/maintenance who work in the maintenance and 
caretaking sectins of the housing department - providers 14, 
15, 16 and 17.
Staff within each of these groups varied in their degree of 
involvement in the housing creation process.
The literature concernin-g role differentiation and the 
characteristics of professions (chapter 3) suggests that 
there may be differences in the evaluations of housing 
providers depending on, for example, whether or not they 
have received formal training.
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The Content of Providers' Evaluations
Using open-ended interviews, it was possible to elicit 
information about the indicators of evaluation considered 
important by housing providers. Content analysis revealed a 
total of 33 indicators upon which the evaluations of the 17 
providers were based. When the length and number of 
indicators are considered, and the detailed level at which 
the content analysis was conducted (see chapter 8), the 
number of distinct indicators identified is not large. This 
is partly a reflection of the relationship between role and 
evaluation proposed in chapter 3. None of the providers 
referred to all 33 indicators, and most evaluated local 
authority housing chiefly in terms of content areas relating 
to the content of their own roles and their previous 
experience.
Using smallest space analysis, the indicators of evaluation 
were classified into six categories: general considerations 
during the design process; building form and appearance; 
design faults and design problems; housing management; local 
authority - tenant relations; and housing maintenance. 
Comparison of the content of these categories with the 
content of provider roles shows a definite but complex 
relationship.
The Complexity of the Relationship between Role and 
Evaluation
The profiles of housing providers described in chapter 7
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summarize a wide variety of backgrounds and professional 
duties. The discussion in this chapter (pp. 9tl2ff) 
suggests that the training and experience associated with 
some roles has more influence on evaluation than does the 
training and experience associated with other roles. 
Similarly, current role content influences the content of 
evaluation to varying extents. To give specific examples, 
the long professional training of an architect may influence 
his evaluation more than his current activities; whereas a 
lettings officer may be more influenced by the 
preoccupations of current housing quotas.
The variations in influence of the three role-related 
characteristics on the content of evaluation
The complex nature of the influences on the content of 
evaluation may explain to some extent the lack of clear 
regions in the MSA variable plots (Appendix 2A-F). Only the 
first variable, design process, divides the space clearly 
enough for distinct’ regions to be identified. However, it is 
possible to identify meaningful groupings in the MSA space 
using the 4 categories of providers derived from a composite 
classification of role-related characteristics and presented 
on page 9: 18, Figure 9.1 shows again the MSA
configuration of providers' evaluations (initially presented 
as figure 8.2), with the groupings of providers according to 
the four role-related categories indicated by numbers and 
regions. These are not MSA regions derived from the 
variables of the provider evaluation MSA. They are groupings 
derived from the role-related characteristics of providers 
and demonstrated in figure 9.1 to be also meaningful when 
considering the content of provider evaluations. This is not 
the directly corresponding grouping considered on pages 9*Iff
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(i). However it does provide clear support for a 
relationship between role and evaluation.
This relationship between role and evaluation has enormous 
consequences for housing users, but is extremely complex. 
The complexity of the processes of evaluation and the 
difficulties of exploring them has been discussed by other 
researchers (for example, Weiss 1973, p. I:l3ff; chapters 2 
and 3). However, the use of the facet theory approach and 
analysis techniques has enabled a clear picture of the 
relationship to be established. As Canter (1983a) suggests, 
the facet theory approach is well-suited to coping with the 
characteristics of the 'real-world' (p. 4:7). •
The following chapter turns to the specific housing estates 
studied, and their tenants.
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CHAPTER 10: CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING USERS
INTRODUCTION
The above chapter suggests that there is a relationship 
between professional role and the content of evaluative 
statements in a relevant context. It has been possible to 
identify characteristics associated with particular 
professional roles and to examine the way in which different 
types of characteristics influence the evaluations of 
occupants of different types of roles. The relationship 
between evaluation and personal role is now considered.
Professional Roles and Personal Roles
The ROs considered above were all professionally associated 
with the target of evaluation - in this case LA housing. 
There is another quite different way in which many people 
are related to LA housing - they live in it. LA tenants are 
the users of the product which is supplied by LA staff, who 
are the housing providers. The tenants occupy a personal, 
rather than a professional role with respect to the housing.
This is not the case for all building users. Policemen, for 
example, do not occupy a personal role with respect to their 
places of work (pp. It may be that the
characteristics affecting the evaluation of housing by users 
are more varied than those associated with the evaluation of 
the place of work by a group of employees with similar roles 
(Sandahl, 1974, p. 3:1/*, proposal 5, p; 3:19).
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Consideration of the psychology of individual differences 
(p. l:6ff) raises the question . of the extent to which a 
personal role can be usefully distinguished from 
personality. Studies of providers and users (Chapter 2) 
suggests that such a distinction may be both possible and 
useful. This section of the research considers such a 
possibility, and asks the following questions in the light 
of proposals 3-7, above (pp. 3:18-19).
1. To what extent can the characteristics affecting the 
indicators of user evaluation be:
(a) identified? (b) generalized?
(proposal 5, p. 3:19? proposal 6, p. 3:19).
2. To what extent is user evaluation of a particular 
product related to those role-related characteristics which 
have resulted in their being given the opportunity to 'use1 
this particular product? (proposal 4, p. 3:18; proposal 7, 
p. 3: 21) .
3. How do the evaluations of users and providers compare 
with respect to:
(a) types of characteristics affecting the issues 
upon which evaluation is based? (proposal 3, p. 3:18; 
proposal 7, p. 3: 21);
(b) issues upon which evaluation is based? (proposal 
3, p. 3:18; proposal 4, p. 3:18; proposal 7, p. 3:21).
Most user evaluations specify standard criteria on which the
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evaluation is to be based. These criteria have been 
referred to here as the issues, or indicators of evaluation 
(see Chapters 1, 2 and 3). Product users will evaluate with 
respect to these indicators when asked to do so; but users 
will also have their own set of indicators upon which they 
base their evaluations of a particular product, and which 
are for them the relevant issues. These will probably 
overlap the indicators upon which a researcher requires them 
to base evaluations, but will be unlikely to be exactly the 
same. For example, when a tenant is asked, "What do you 
think of the layout of the estate?", he will probably 
respond with his opinions about this matter. He may or may 
not add that he is not interested in estate layout, and that 
for him the cost of the heating is far more important an 
indicator which affects his overall evaluation to a much 
greater extent than does estate layout.
This does not mean that research which supplies the 
indicators of evaluation does not serve a useful purpose. It 
provides answers about the indicators about which it asks 
(see Chapter 2). It does not, however, help with a more 
complete understanding of the nature of spontaneous and 
possibly more personal evaluation made by users of a 
product.
This section (Chapters 10 and 11) will attempt to do this by 
considering the evaluations of two groups of users, in the 
light of the first two questions above (p. 10:2). The
evaluations of users and providers will be compared in the 
following section of the study (Chapter 12).
Comparison of role and evaluation of housing users requires 
consideration of:
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1. Individual housing users;
2. Groups of housing users who share characteristics 
associated with their roles as LA tenants;
3. The issues or indicators upon which housing users base 
their evaluations of the' relevant objects of evaluation - 
the LA housing estates on which they live.
METHOD - HEATH ESTATE AND RIVER ESTATE
The context in which this part of the study was carried out 
is discussed below. The targets of evaluation, two local 
authority housing estates, are described. An account is 
given of the process of identifying the user groups and the 
role-related characteristics to be considered. The users are 
then described in terms of these characteristics.
Targets of Evaluation
As discussed above (p. 3:22), the LA housing system was
chosen as the context for a study of role-related 
differences in evaluation, because it enabled occupants of 
different types of roles to be compared with respect to 
their evaluations of the same target in a specific, 
manageable context. The evaluations of housing providers 
have been studied with respect to LA housing in general. For 
LA tenants, much more relevant objects of evaluation are the 
housing unit and housing estate of which they are tenants
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(p. 3:15). The tenants of an estate make up a group of users 
who occupy the same role with respect to that estate. An 
attempt is made in this study to examine the questions above 
(p. 10:2) by examining some of the characteristics and
evaluations of two such groups of users.
The Comparative Approach
When adopting a case-study approach, there is much to be 
gained by studying two cases within the same theoretical and 
empirical framework. Ideally all studies which are concerned 
with the same problem should be conducted using comparable 
research methods. This does not happen, 'since very seldom 
are two researchers interested in investigating exactly the 
same problem in exactly the same way (p. 2:4ff). And even 
given the inclination, the practical problems of 
replication, which are difficult enough in the laboratory, 
are greatly increased in the field setting.
Possibly the term 'replication' is misleading When applied 
to the field setting. It implies a mere repetition of an 
identical procedure, and ignores the fact that two field 
settings will vary far more than two laboratory settings 
heed to.
Furthermore, replication is often assumed to be useful 
solely as a test-retest reliability measure. But field 
research is too complex to use replication as a simple 
indication of reliability. The same research conducted in 
two different settings is likely to produce some 
similarities and some differences in the two sets of 
results. It cannot be assumed that largely different 
findings are indicative of unreliable data without a very
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careful study of how meaningful each set of data is in its 
own context.
This does not mean that comparison of research carried out 
in different settings is necessarily uninformative or 
unfeasible. Comparisons are feasible, but they are not 
simple. The possibilities of fruitful comparison are greatly 
enhanced if two or more settings are studied in the same
research framework.
Careful comparison can greatly enrich the interpretation of 
both sets of data. It can act as a basis for suggesting 
which findings are generalizable, and which are situation
specific. It provides a larger data base in the sense that a 
particular phenomenon may exist in both settings, and be 
more noticeable in one of them. Discovering it in this
setting may prompt more careful examination of the second 
set of data. The phenomenon, which would otherwise have 
remained disguised, may th-en be revealed in the second
setting.
In this particular research context comparison of two 
different housing estates meant that the effect of the 
characteristics of the housing estate (i.e. the target of 
evaluation) on the content of evaluation could to some 
extent be considered.
Since comparison can be so advantageous, it would be 
preferable to conduct more than just two case studies within 
the same research framework. This particular research was, 
however, confined to two small housing estates for the 
following reasons:
10:6
1. A comprehensive study required that the field research 
be conducted over a period of time so that the variety of 
role-occupants involved with the completion and occupation 
of the estates could be interviewed at a time at which they 
were closely involved with it. No other suitable estates 
existed in this particular LA. To have studied housing 
estates in more than one LA would have meant changing not 
only the focus of evaluation, but to have introduced a whole 
new housing system and set of providers and procedures. At 
this exploratory stage in the study of this problem the 
increased complexity would have confused rather than 
clarified the picture of the effect of role-related factors 
on the structure of evaluation.
2. A really comprehensive study of each setting requires 
intensive data collection and analysis which is very 
time-consuming. The advantages of further comparisons had to 
be balanced against a realistic assessment of how much time 
could be devoted to data collection and analysis.
Description of Housing Estates
The two housing estates on which research is focussed are 
both low-rise, high-density schemes, situated in different 
parts of the borough. Both comprise one and two bedroom unit 
accommodation, a block of family houses, an underground 
garage, and a small amount of open space including a play 
area - see Figures 10:1 and 10:3.
The estates will be called Heath Estate and River Estate, 
although these are not their real names. Heath Estate is 
situated on the northern boundary of the borough. It has
10:7
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Figure 10:6 - Heath Estate - Houses from Block 1, Second Floor,
looking East
10:13
Figure 10:7 - Heath Estate - Houses from Block 1, Second Floor, 
looking West
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Figure 10:8 - River Estate - Block 1-1B and 2B Maisonettes, 
looking North
10:15
Figure 10:9 - River Estate - Block 2 - IB and 2B Maisonettes, 
looking West
..V r
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been developed on a disused council workyard site, bordering 
a large, flat open grassed expanse. It is opposite a street 
of small shops, but separated from them by a busy main road. 
The immediate neighbourhood is shown in Figure ,10.2. River 
Estate is situated on the southern boundary of the borough, 
and has been developed on an old wharf site. It is right on 
the edge of the River Thames. It is at the edge of a 
residential strip of land between the river and a main road, 
comprising chiefly semi-detached houses and a few corner 
shops. The immediate vicinity of the site and means of 
access is shown in Figure 10.4. General views of both 
estates are presented in the photographs in Figures 10:5-10.
Characteristics of Housing Users
In the case of the housing users, their interactions with 
the target of evaluation are associated with their personal 
rather than their professional lives. It is these 
characteristics associated with more personal roles which 
are considered here, in attempting to answer questions 1 and 
2 (p. 10:2) above.
Personal roles are almost by definition more individual and 
more difficult to categorize than are professional roles. In 
selecting specific characteristics by which to describe the 
tenants of the two estates, an attempt has been made to 
consider -background characteristics and characteristics 
which affect the content of their current experiences with 
respect to the target of evaluation.
Very little information was available to assist in the
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decision about which characteristics to consider. Literature 
about the evaluations of users (see Chapter 2 above, for 
example, p. 2:12ff) suggests that household structure and
stage in the life-cycle are commonly considered; but it 
often imposes these categories on the data. This study 
attempts to consider these and other characteristics in a
more open-ended way, and to ask to what extent they actually 
relate to the users’ own indicators of evaluation. " The 
actual characteristics used to describe tenant populations 
are shown in Table 10:1. They were obtained from the
lettings section of the LA housing department when the
tenants were offered places on the housing estate. They are
therefore in part those characteristics upon which the
decision to offer places depended. For each characteristic 
there is a set of categories in terms of which tenants could 
be classified. The categories of the characteristics (eight 
for Heath Estate, and nine for River Estate) are also shown 
in table 10:1 and are discussed below. Tenants will be
considered in groups according to these characteristics, but 
there will also be discussion of individual tenants 'and 
their evaluations.
The. categorization of the role-related characteristics 
enabled tenants to be described in terms of 8 or 9 digit
profiles suitable for MSA. The MSA technique has been 
discussed and described above (Chapters 4 and 7). It enabled 
fairly complex data about the tenants to be systematically 
grouped so that the two tenant populations could be more 
precisely described. The profiles of the tenants and the 
results of the MSA's are described below, after discussion 
of the categories used.
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Table 10:1 - 
Characteristic
.es for Tenant, Charaateristies used in MSA
Code Category
a. NO./Age of Children
b. Household
c. Household
d.
e. Season for Move
f. Previous Home Unit
(Different for 2 Estates)
g. Previous Hone Area
(Different for 2 Estates)
h. Fresent Unit Type
(Different for 2 Estates)
i. Present Unit Position 
(RiVer Estate only)
No Children 
Baby
Young Family 
Teenage Family'
Single Tenants 
Couple
Male Tenant 
Female Tenant 
Couple
Working 
Not working
Present House being converted/undergoing 
major works 
Size Transfer - Present Home Over-Occupied 
Size Transfer - Present Home Under-Occupied 
Applicant from Special Category Waiting List 
Miscellaneous Transfer 
Medical Transfer
To become Caretaker for New Estate 
Private Shared House 1 Private shared rise
LA House
1930’s LA Block 
Tower Block (LA)
W. 12 
W. 11 
W. 10 
W. 14 
W. 6 
W. 10
One Bedroom flat 
Two Bedroom Maison­
ette
Private block of 
flats 
1930’s LA Block 
LA Tower Block
1 W. 12
2 W. 14
3 W. 6
4 S.W. 6
1 Che Bedroom Unit
2 Two Bedroom. Unit
3 Three-Five Bed-
room House
1 Block One
2 Block Two
3 Block Three
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Categories of User Characteristics
Both groups of tenants comprised a mixture of households, 
since the two estates were to supply a mixture of 
accommodation for the two highest priority groups - the 
elderly and families. The tenant household can all be 
described in terms of the four household categories listed. 
Further distinctions can be made between single tenants and 
couples, and between single male households and single 
female households. These distinctions all form part of the 
data. The possibility that they are related to user 
evaluation can then be explored, both separately and in 
combination with other characteristics. For the same reason, 
tenant households are categorized according to whether the 
head of the household is working or non-working.
Characteristics listed so far describe tenants in terms of 
household and stage in life cycle. These are background 
characteristics which contribute to the reasons for tenants 
needing to move. Interviews with lettings section staff 
(see chapter 6) revealed that the reasons are classified by 
the LA housing department into seven categories as shown in 
table 10:1. All seven categories are included in the MSA, 
although it will be seen below that some of the categories 
are grouped together because they are similar.
Other characteristics describe the former and new 
accommodation for the tenants. The type of home from which 
tenants are moving has been included in the list of 
characteristics to see if this affects tenant evaluations in 
a way which can be clearly identified. The former home is 
described in terms of unit type and area. There are some 
differences with respect to these characteristics, so it has
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been necessary to include different categories for each 
group. This is largely because the two estates are situated 
at opposite ends of the borough. Tenants are likely to be 
moving from accommodation quite near the new estate, so the 
type of unit and area of tenants' previous homes are 
different for the two groups of tenants.
New accommodation included one-bedroom and two-bedroom units 
for both groups of tenants, and houses for River Estate 
tenants. Nearly all units of a particular size were 
identical or very similar in terms of design and layout, so 
unit size has been used as an indicator of unit type.
Tenants on River Estate live in three separate blocks, and 
are classified accordingly. This distinction does not apply 
to tenants interviewed on Heath Estate, who all live in one 
block.
DATA - TENANT CHARACTERISTICS, HEATH ESTATE
The eight-digit profiles of tenants are shown in Table 10:2. 
For some of the characteristics, not all categories were 
necessary to describe the tenants on this particular estate, 
as discussed above. Thirty-nine tenant profiles are 
presented. There are thirteen houses on a separate block on 
the estate whose occupants are not included in the study. 
This is because these houses were constructed and occupied 
several months earlier than the flats and maisonettes. 
Interviews with other tenants took place a month after 
occupation of their homes. This was not possible for tenants 
in the houses since they had already occupied their homes 
for some months before the research began.
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Interviews could have been conducted with 40 households. One 
tenant refused to participate in the study, leaving 39 
households, whose profiles are shown in Table 10:2.
ANALYSIS - TENANT CHARACTERISTICS, HEATH ESTATE
The multidimensional scalogram analysis (MSA) technique 
described in chapter 7 was used to produce a geometric 
representation of the overall grouping of the tenants 
resulting from the composite classification according to all 
eight characteristics. This representation is shown in 
Figure 10.11. The analysis is two-dimensional, and the 
coefficient of contiguity is 0.87. The contributions of each 
characteristic to the composite grouping are shown in 
Appendix 2 Figures G-N. The tenant characteristics are 
summarized for HE tenants in Table 10:3.
Taking all the characteristics into account simultaneously 
is not really very different from listing the tenants 
individually. There are only two pairs of households which 
have identical profiles. The relationship between role and 
evaluation for individuals will certainly be considered in 
the light of data on evaluation, but the concern here is to 
look for more general groupings of tenants with respect to 
role-related characteristics. To do this, it is more useful 
to look at how the tenants group with respect to particular 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a n d  s e l e c t e d  c o m b i n a t i o n s  of 
characteristics.
Figure 10:12 shows which characteristics make clear
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distinctions between different groups of tenants, from which 
to begin to make generalizations. Some of the plots divide 
easily? some do so with the exception of one or two points. 
Others do not divide easily at all. Figure 10:12 shows that 
tenants divide easily into those with and without children, 
but the distinction between households with children of 
different ages does not contribute very clearly to the MSA 
groupings. Comparing plots 10.12 b and c, the only 
difference is obviously that single tenant households are 
divided into male and female. This does not appear to be a 
distinction which relates very clearly to other groupings, 
and so will not be considered for the moment.
Another characteristic which is not clearly related to the 
major group of characteristics is the size of accommodation 
offered on the new estate (Figure 10:12h). All couples with 
children except one have two-bedroomed (2B) accommodation, 
and all single tenants have one bedroomed (IB) 
accommodation, but couples without children have a mixture 
of IB and 2B accommodation.
This leaves the following characteristics: number of
children, single-couple, working-retired, reason for more, 
PH unit type, and previous home (PH) area. If all these 
characteristics are taken into account simultaneously, a 
rather confusing picture of 18 sub-groupings of tenants is 
produced, as shown in Figure 10:13, and listed in Table 
10:4. The picture becomes clearer if combinations of 
characteristics are considered. Table 10:5 shows 5 
combinations which make meaningful groupings of tenants 
according to the MSA data. These groupings will be 
considered in the light of tenant evaluation in the 
following chapter.
10:2^
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Figure 1Q;11 Heath Estate: Grouping of Tenants according to MSA of 
8 -category Profiles
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Table 10:3
Heath Estate - Sumnary of Tenant Characteristics
No./Age of Children
No Children 27
Baby 6
Young Family 3
Teenage Family 3
Household
Single Male Tenant 4
Single Female Tenant 15
Couple 20
Working 19
Not Working 20
Reason for Move
Present House undergoing major works 3
Present Hare under or over-occupied 14
Special Category Applicant 8
Miscellaneous or Medical Transfer 13
Job (caretaker) 1
Previous Home Unit
Private Shared House 13
LA House 6
1330’s LA Block 11
LA Tower Block 9
Previous Hone Area
W. 12 24
W. 11 8
W. 10 2
W. 14 2
W. 6 1
W. 10 1
Outside borough 1
Present Unit Type
One bedrocm flat 26
Two bedrocm maisonette 13
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Table IP:4 - Sub-Groups of Tenants Considering all Characteristics singly - HE
1
2
No Children, Single, Not Working, Medical Transfer fran Tower 3 
Block
Nh rhildren, Cotiple, Workina, Medical Transfer fran Tower Block- 4
20
17
21
32
3 No Children, Couple, Not Working, Medical Transfer fran LA 30's 
Block/Kause 3 22 25
4 No Children, Single, Not Working, Medical Transfer fran LA 30's 
Block 2 23 24
5 Mo Children, Single, Size Transfer, fran 1930*5 LA Block/House 5 23 36
6 No Children, Couple, Size Transfer fran 1930's LA Block/House 4 14 16
7 No Children, Single, moving from Private Shared House because 
of major works 2 27 33
8 NO Children, Couple, moving fran Private Shared House because 
of major works 1 26
9 Children, Couple, Working, moving fran Private Shared House 
because of major worics 2 18 44
10 Children, Couple, Working, Size move fran Private Shared 
House 1 4b
11 Children, Couple, Working, Size Transfer fran 1930's LA Block 1 40 53
12 Children, Couple, Working, Size Transfer from LA Tower Block 1 43
13 No Children, Single, Not Working, moving fran Private Shared 
House because of major works
1 43
14 No Children, Single, Working, moving fran 30's LA block 
because of major works 1 35
15 NO Children, Single, Working, moving from Private Shared 
House because of itlajor works
1 15
16 No Children, Couple, Working, non-local, moving fran private 
shared house because of major works 2 BO 31
17 No Children,' Single, Not Working, Non-Local, moving fran 
private shared house because of major works 2 34 33
18 Children, Couple, Working, Nort-Lccal moving fran private 
shared house to take caretaking job 1 50
29
37 42
49 52
39 51
19 45
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Characteristics a, b and d - Children/No Children, Single/Couple, Worlcing/Non-Working 
Group
18, 40, 43, 44, 46, 50, .53
17, 30, 31, 32, 37, 42
14, 16, 19, 22, 25, 26, 47
20, 21, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29
Working Couples with 
Children 
Working Couples with no 
Children 
Non-Working Couples with 
no Children 
Non-Working Single 
Tenants with no 
Children
Working Single Tenants 49, 52 
with Children 
Non-Working Single 45, 43
Tenants with 
Children 
Working Single Tenants 15
with no Children
Characteristics a and e - Children/No Children and Reason for Move 
Group
Size Transfer with 40, 43, 46, 50
Children
Frevious Horae Under- 18, 44
going Major Works - 
Tenants have Children 
All reasons - Tenants Remaining Tenants
have no Children
Characteristics e and f - Reason for Move and Previous Eane Unit 
Group •
Move from P.S.H. because 15, 18, 26, 27, 30, 31, 33, 34, 38
of major works 
Move from LA House because 35 
of major works 
Size Transfer fran PSH 46, 48
Size Transfer fran LA 16,' 19, 14, 28, 35, 36, 39, 40, 45, 51, 53, ‘52
House or 1930's flat 
Size Transfer from 43
Tower Block
Medical/Misc. Transfer 22, 23, 24, 25, 49
fran LA Bouse/30's 
block
Ifedical/Misc. Transfer 17, 20, 21, 29, 32, 37, 42, 47
from Tower Block 
Job Transfer from PSH 51
Characteristics e and g - Reason for Move and Previous Hare Area
Move fran W. 12 because 
of major works
18, 26, 27, 33, 35, 44
Move from Non-Local Area 
because of Major 
Works
15, 30, 31, 34, 38
Size Transfer fran W. 12 
Size Transfer fran Non­
local Area
14,
46
16, 19, 28, 36, 39, 40, 43,
Medical/Misc. Transfer 
from W. 11
20, 21, 17, 29, 32, 37, 42, 47
Medical/Misc. Transfer 
fran W. 12 
Job Transfer from Non­
local Area
22,
50
23, 24, 25, 49
Characteristics f and g - Previous Hone Unit and Previous Herne Area 
Group
P.S.H. in W. 12 18, 26, 27, 33, 44, 48
P.S.H. in Non-Local 15, 30, 31, 34, 38, 46, 50
Area
1930's Block or LA 14, 16, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28, 35, 36, 39, 40, 45, 49,
House in W. 12 
Tcwer Elock in W. 11 43
51, 52, 53
10:31
Table 10 ;6 - Heath Estate.: Summary of Tenant Groupings according 
to identified Characteristics
SINGLE, NO 
CHILDREN
SINGLE WITH 
CHILDREN/ 
COUPLE, NO 
CHILDREN
COUPLE WITH 
CHILDREN
MEDICAL/
(A) (B) (C)
MISCELLANEOUS 5 7 0
(D) (E) (F)
SIZE 6 4 3
CONVERSION/ (G) (H) (I)
MAJOR WORKS/ 6 3 2
SPECIAL CATEGORY
APPLICATION
A Medical transfer, largely from tower block or 1930s walk-up block.
Single, no children, not working - chiefly retired.
B Medical transfer couples - same situation as A. Mixture of working,
retired, disabled, ill health.
C Medical transfer couples with children - no tenants in this category.
D Size transfer.Single tenants from maisonette in 1930s large block
or house. Accommodation under-occupied, tenants retired.
E As D, but couples.
F Size transfer. Working Couples with children from 1930s block.
Accommodation over-occupied.
G Tenants who have to move because home is/will be unfit because of:
Major Works, Conversion, Special Category Application. Single 
tenants, all but one not working.
/
H As G, but couples without children, all but one working.
I As G, but couples with children, working..
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Table 10:6 summarizes the eight separate plots shown in 
figure 10:12 and indicates the number of tenants possessing, 
or largely possessing, the combination of characteristics 
denoted by each cell of the figure. Table 10:6 also 
describes these nine groups into which these tenants can be 
divided. The tenant population of Heath Estate is discussed 
below, in terms of these characteristics.
DISCUSSION - TENANT CHARACTERISTICS, HEATH ESTATE
The description of Heath Estate tenants in terms of the 
characteristics identified above suggests that they became 
eligible for the offers of new accommodation for one of two 
major reasons:
1. changes relating to stage in life-cycle.
2. the condition of their previous accommodation.
Changes relating to stage in life-cycle
There were two major life-cycle stages reflected in tenants 
eligible for transfer.to Heath Estate. Cells A, B, D and E 
denote the tenants who needed to move into smaller 
accommodation with easier access than in their previous 
homes. These tenants were middle-aged or elderly; the 
children of those in this group who had had children had 
left home. In many cases their previous accommodation had 
been under-occupied (cells D and E) . Lettings staff are 
anxious to release such accommodation for families and so 
are likely to offer new flats to tenants in this group. The
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other middle-aged or elderly tenants were a priority because 
they had been pronounced medically unfit to remain in their 
previous accommodation. This group lived largely in walk-up 
blocks or tower blocks, in which access becomes difficult if 
mobility is restricted through ill-health. The only tenants 
who were still working in this group were the fit partners 
of three of the medical transfer tenants.
Cell F denotes three tenant households who were eligible for 
a size transfer because they were at an earlier, expansion 
stage of the life-cycle. These were three couples with 
children who had been living in one-bedroom council flats, 
and who therefore qualified for transfers because their 
previous homes were over-occupied. At least one member of 
each of these households was working.
The small number of tenants in this cell was partly because 
the accommodation concerned comprises only one and two 
bedroom units. The remaining 13 households on Heath Estate 
which did not form part of this study also comprised tenants- 
who could have been classified in cell F. Nevertheless, the 
distinction between those tenants with and without children 
is very clear.
Changes relating to the condition of previous accommodation
There are some tenants and applicants on any lettings list 
who become a very high priority because the local authority 
requires the accommodation in which they are living to be 
vacated. This may be because of a major programme of housing 
conversion and rehabilitation; because the property may 
become unsafe; or because the condition of the property is 
so bad that there is a fear of political pressure or
10 04
unfavourable publicity if local authority housing is not 
found for its inhabitants. For all these reasons, offers 
which are considered to be attractive, such as an offer of 
new accommodation, are made to prospective tenants living in 
such housing.
A variety of household compositions are to be found in 
property of this type. They are represented in the tenant 
population of Heath Estate in cells G, H and I. They 
comprise single tenants, and couples with and without 
children, who have all become a priority, not because of 
their specific needs, but because of the housing in which 
they lived previously.
DATA ~ TENANT CHARACTERSTICS, RIVER ESTATE
River Estate comprises 35 units of accomodation. Tenants 
from 34 of these units participated in the study. The 34 
households are described by the nine-digit profiles 
presented in Table 10:7. This data is summarized in Table 
10:8.
ANALYSIS - TENANT CHARACTERISTICS, RIVER ESTATE
The multidimensional scalogram analysis (MSA) technique 
described in chapter 7 was used to produce a geometric 
representation of the overall grouping of the tenants 
resulting from the composite classification according to all 
nine characteristics. This representation is shown in Figure 
10.14. The analysis is two-dimensional, and the coefficient 
of contiguity is 0.83. The contributions of each
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characteristic to the composite grouping are shown in 
Appendix 2, Figures 0-W.
As with Heath Estate, the tenants can be considered 
i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to c o m b i n a t i o n s  of 
characteristics, and according to each type of 
characteristic separately. Figure 10:15 shows which 
characteristics divide the plot easily, and which do not. 
The male-female distinction in plot 10:15c does not produce 
a clear grouping separate from the single-couple distinction 
already shown in Figure 10:15b. The grouping of tenants into 
working and non-working also makes no clear contribution to 
the composite groupings. Both these sets of characteristics 
will be considered individually, but they will not be 
considered in the general combinations.
Taking into account the other characteristics, the general 
plot can be divided into 14 regions. Figure 10:16 shows 
these regions. The characteristics to which they refer are 
shown in Table 10:9. It will be seen that not all 
combinations take into account each category of 
characteristic. This is because some of the categories do 
not make distinctions between.tenants which relate clearly 
to other characteristics. This is the case for Reasons for 
Move, Previous Home Area, and Previous Home Unit Type. The 
Reasons for Move has been divided into Size Transfer and 
other reasons; Previous Home Area has been divided into 
North and South of the borough; and Previous Home Unit Type 
has been divided into LA and private accommodation. As with 
Heath Estate, different combinations of characteristics can 
be considered, to give different subgroups of tenants. These 
are presented in Table 10.10.
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A summary of the eight separate plots of figure 10:15 is 
also presented. The summary is shown in table 10:11, and 
considered further in the following disscussion.
The divisions, both within categories of characteristics and 
into particular combinations of characteristics, may seem to 
be rather arbitrary - so it would perhaps be useful at this 
point to recall the purpose of an MSA. The classification of 
users according to certain characteristics, together with 
the MSA routine, is to enable the researcher to see possible 
groupings within the sample, MSA is being used in this case 
to identify meaningful groupings of tenants.
DISCUSSION - TENANT CHARACTERISTICS, RIVER ESTATE
As with Heath Estate, the individual MSA plots can be
summarized, although less clearly so. Consideration of the 6 
groupings described in table 10:11 shows that the clearest 
distinction is between those tenants who were a high
priority because of their own ill-health, or because their 
accommodation is unfit or about to be rehabilitated 
(applicants and medical/miscellaneous tranfers, cells A and 
B); and those tenants who simply needed larger accommodation 
because of growing families (size transfers because of 
over-occupation, cell F). There were some tenants who were a 
high priority for both these types of reasons (Cell C)j there 
were only two tenants who were moving because of 
under-occupation of their previous homes (cell E) . This 
small number, together with the larger number of housSiolds 
with children in the River Estate sample, reflects the 
differences of the size of the relevant accommodation on the 
two estates. For Heath Estate, of the 39 units whose tenants
participated in this study, 26 (66%) are one bedroom units,
10:37

Table 10: g
River Estate - Summary of Tenant Characteristics 
Characteristic No. of Tenants
No./Age of Giildren
No Children 17
Baby 2
Young Family 6
Teenage Family 9
Household
Single Male Tenant 4
Single Fanale Tenant 4
Couple 26
Working 27
Not Working 7
Reason for Move
Present Heme undergoing major works 11
Present Heme under or over-occupied 12
Special Category Applicant 5
Miscellaneous or Medical Transfer 5
Job (caretaker) 1
Previous Hcxne Unit
Private Shared House 10
LA House 6
1930’s LA Block 7
LA Tower Block 3
I960’s/701s LA Estate 8
Previous Heme Area
W. 12 5
W. 14 8
W. 6 6
S.W. 6 15
Present Unit Type
One Bedrocm Unit 15
Two Bedrocm Unit 9
Three-Five Bedrocm House 10 •
Present Unit Position
Block One 10
Block Two 15
Block Three 9
10:39
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Figure 10l :16 River Estate: Grouping of Tenants according to all 
Characteristics
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Table U3.:9 - River Estate; Subgroups of Tenants Considering 
all Characteristics singly
1. No Children, Single, moving frcm P.A. in South of
Borough into IB unit.
2. Mo Children, Couple, Moving frcm P.A. in South of
Borough into IB unit.
3. Children, Couple, moving frcm P.A. in South of
Borough into House.
4. Children, Couple, Size Transfer frcm P.A. in South of
Borough into House.
5. Children, Couple, Size/Misc. Transfer frcm L.A.A. in South
of Borough into House
6. Children, Couple, Misc. Transfer frcm L.A.A. in North
of Borough into House.
7. No Children, Couple, Applicant frcm P.A. frcm South
of Borough into IB unit.
8. No Children, Couple, moving frcm L.A.A. in. South of
Borough into IB unit.
9. No Children, Couple, moving frcm L.A.A. in South of
Eorough into 2B unit.
10. Children, Couple, moving frcm South of Borough into
2B unit.
11. Children, Couple, Job Transfer frcm L.A.A. in South
of Borough into House
12. No Children, Couple, Size Transfer frcm L.A.A. in
South of Borough into IB unit.
13. Children, Couple, Size Transfer frcm L.A.A. in South
of Borough into 2B unit.
14. ' Children, Couple, Size Transfer frcm L.A.A. in North
of Borough into 2B unit.
L.A.A. = Local Authority Acccmmodation
P.A. = Private Accomodation
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2,
11
4, 10, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 27
3/ 1/ 5, 6, 9, 15, 16, 18, 19,
14, 17, 31, 34
7,
13
12, 23, 26, 29
Characteristics a ana d - uniaren/wo uinaren, smgie/coupie 
Group
Single with no Children 4, .7, 9, 10, 22, 25, 26
Couples with Children 1, 2, 3, 5, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 27, 23, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35
Couples with no Children 6, 14, 17, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 29, 33
Characteristics e and f - Reason for Move- and Previous Hctne Unit
Group
MDve frcm P.A. because c 
major works 
Move frcm LA.A. because of  
major works 
Size Transfer from L.A.A.
Madical/Misc. Transfer 
from L.A.A.
Special Category 
Application from P.A.
Job Transfer frcm L.A.A.
Characteristics e and g - Reason for Move and Previous Home Area 
Group
Size Transfer frcm , 3, 5, 15, 16
North of Borough 
Misc. Transfer frcm 31
North of Borough 
Size Transfer frcm 1, 6, 18, 19, 28, 30, 32
South of Borough
All Reasons - Tenants 2, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
moving from South 27, 29, 33, 34
of Borough
Characteristics f and g - Previous Kane Unit and Previous Heme Area 
Group
Move frcm L.A.A. in 3, 5, 15, 16, 31
North of Borough
tfcrve frcm L.A.A. in 1, 6, 11, 13, 14, 17, 19, 23, 30, 32, 34
South of Borough
Move frcm P.A. In 2, 4, 7, 9, 10, 12, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 33,
South of Borough 35
Characteristics a, b and h - Children/No Children, Single/Couple, Present Unit Type 
Group
Single with No Children 7, 9, 10, 22, 25, 26
in IB units 
Single with No Children 4
in 2B units 
Single in houses with 18
Children
Couples with NO Children 6, 17, 19, 20, 21, 23, 24, 29, 33
in IB units 
Couples with no Children 14
in 2B units
Couples with Children 1, 2, 3, 5, 11, 12, 15, 16
in 2B units
Couples with Children 13, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35
in Houses
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Table 10:11 - River Estate: Summary of Tenant Groupings according
to identified Characteristics
SINGLE, NO 
CHILDREN
SINGLE- WITH 
CHILDREN/ 
COUPLE, NO 
CHILDREN
COUPLE WITH 
CHILDREN
APPLICANT/ (A) (B) (C)
MEDICAL OR 7 A CL
MISCELLANEOUS
/
TRANSFER
(D) (E) (F)
SIZE 0 2 1 1
A Medical transfer, largely from tower block or 1930s walk-up
block. Single, no children, not working - chiefly retired.
B Medical transfer of couples in same situation as A.
C Medical transfer couples with children.
D Size transfer of single tenants. No tenants in this category.
E Size transfer of couples from maisonette in 1930s large block
or house. Accommodation under-occupied, tenants retired.
F Size transfer of working couples with children from 1930s
block. Accommodation over-occupied.
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and therefore unsuitable for households with children. For 
River Estate, only 15 (44%) are one-bedroom units.
The relevance of life-cycle stage and the distinction 
between households with and without children is again clear 
when considering the River Estate tenant population. It is a 
characteristic which divides the tenant households quite 
clearly for both estates. The indicators of evaluation for 
tenants with and without children will be particularly 
considered in the appropriate sections of the following 
chapter.
DISCUSSION HE AND RE
Considering the characteristics of .tenants from both 
estates, the following general points emerge:
1. All tenants who are likely to be offered accommodation 
are a high priority according to the local authority housing 
allocation system. Related to this, high priority tenants 
are likely to be those to whom the local authority has an 
existing responsibility. They are therefore more likely to 
be existing council tenants who are transferring from one 
property to another than to be applicants from the waiting 
list. Table 10.3 shows that, for Heath Estate, only 8 of the 
39 households interviewed, or 20.5%, were applicants. For 
River Estate, the figure is only 5 out of 34, or 14.7% 
(table 10.8) .
2. There is no general indication from the above data of 
the extent to which the characteristics identified by 
lettings staff describe the personal roles and lifestyles of
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individual tenants or are likely to be reflected in their 
evaluations. Informal discussions with lettings staff and 
with tenants suggest that the reasons for which tenants are 
eligible for an offer of accommodation may not coincide with 
their real reasons for wishing to move. The extent to which 
tenant perceptions of their own housing needs match the 
assessments made by lettings staff will be considered 
further in chapters 11 and 12 with reference to tenant 
evaluations.
3. Whatever the perceptions of council applicants and 
transfer tenants of their housing needs it becomes clearer 
from the groupings of tenants presented in table 10.6 and 
table 10.11 that, when there is new accommodation available, 
lettings section staff will use it to make offers of housing 
to a mixture of tenants from each of their priority quotas.
This means that the decision made at the brief-setting stage 
(see -chapter 6), that the accommodation should comprise 
units of varying sizes, has now become a reality. The result 
is a group of tenants on each small estate who fall broadly
into two categories - the elderly and families with
children. The consequences of this situation for the 
experiences of those tenants will be considered in the light 
of tenant evaluations, in chapters 11 and 12.
The MSA has allowed a clear presentation of possible 
subgroups of tenants. This study is attempting to discover 
whether or not these subgroups are related to issues upon
which the tenants base their evaluations of the housing
estates where they live. However, each characteristic 
considered singly also divides the tenants into groups. This 
produces three ways of considering tenants:
10:4?
(i) individually;
(ii) in small groups according to combinations of 
role-related characteristics;
(iii) in larger groups according to single characteristics.
The identification of these groups does not mean that a set 
of predictions are being made about the users1 content of 
evaluation; rather, the identification of the groups will 
enable the ’ questions posed on page 10.2 about the
relationship between tenant and characteristics and tenant 
evaluation to be more clearly explored.
The following chapter analyzes the tenant evaluations of the
housing estates to discover if it is possible to group the
tenants according to content of evaluation. The three
•possibilities above are then discussed..
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CHAPTER 11: EVALUATIONS BY HOUSING USERS
Introduction
Throughout this report, various suggestions have been made 
about possible influences on the issues or indicators upon 
which housing users base their evaluations (for example, pp. 
2:16 ff, pp. 3:18-19). The actual questions which this
section of the research considers are set out above (page
10:2). To attempt to answer these questions requires data 
about the content of evaluation of housing users with
respect to the relevant object of evaluation - the housing
estate upon which they live.
As discussed with respect to housing providers (Chapter 6) 
any study of the content of evaluation requires a data 
collection method which allows the participants to select 
for themselves the indicators upon which the evaluation is 
based. Data were therefore collected from housing users by an 
open-ended interview which specified only the target of 
evaluation. The processes of contacting housing users and 
conducting interviews are described below.
METHOD - TENANT EVALUATION, HEATH ESTATE AND RIVER ESTATE 
Contacting Housing Users
The names and addresses of estate tenants were supplied by 
the lettings section of the DOH. A letter was sent or given 
(see chapter 6) to all tenants, explaining that a study of
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the housing was being carried out with LA permission, and 
informing them that an interviewer would be calling to 
interview them if they were willing to participate. Tenants 
were interviewed when they had been living in the
accommodation for a month, and were asked the following 
question:
"What do you think of your flat/maisonette/house and the 
estate?"
The purpose of this question was to specify the targets of 
evalution and to elicit evaluative responses. The resulting 
interviews lasted from twenty minutes to two hours, and
verbatim accounts were recorded, using a form of shorthand. 
All tenants who were available for interview during the
course of the study are included in the content analysis. 
Couples were interviewed separately, but in some cases only 
one member of the couple participated in the study. This was 
partly because some couples felt that it was unnecessary for 
both of them to participate; and partly because only one 
member of the couple was available.The interview protocols 
provided material for content analysis (CA). This was
carried out as described in Chapter 6.
This CA procedure produced a picture of the indicators upon 
which housing users base their evaluations of the housing in 
which they live; of which tenants identified which 
indicators; and of the relative frequency with which each 
tenant referred to each indicator. This chapter will present 
the data about the content of user evaluations for each 
estate. The results will then be considered both with 
respect to the tenant characteristics identified in the 
previous chapter, and at a more detailed level, with respect
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to individual tenants. Such comparisons will be made in the 
light of the questions about the nature of user evaluation 
raised in the previous chapter (p. 10:2).
DATA - TENANT EVALUATIONS, HEATH ESTATE
Table 11:1 shows the frequency with which each tenant 
referred to each of the indicators upon which evaluations 
were based. The 32 indicators are the complete set of 
indicators identified through all the interviews; each 
tenant does not refer to each indicator. An inter-rater 
reliability check was carried out as described in chapter 8. 
The reliability of the categories was found to be 95.46%.
The total number of tenants interviewed was 44.
ANALYSIS ~ TENANT EVALUATIONS, HEATH ESTATE
The data presented in 'Table 11:1 will be discussed below. 
First, however, a SSA of the data will be examined, to 
discover if it is possible to group the indicators into more 
general categories according to their similarity in terms of 
frequency of identification by tenants. A correlation 
matrix, using a non-parametric correlation coefficient 
(Kendall's Tau) was calculated, showing the correlation of 
each indicator with each other indicator with respect to 
identification by tenants. This matrix is presented in 
Appendix 1, table B.
It was used as a basis for SSA, to produce a geometric 
representation of the relationship between different issues. 
The geometric representation is shown in Figure 11:1.
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The analysis is two-dimensional, and the coefficient of 
alienation is 0.18.
DISCUSSION - TENANT EVALUATIONS, HEATH ESTATE
It can be seen from figure 11:1 that there is some overlap 
between similarity of indicators in content and in terms of 
identification by tenants. That is, it is possible to some 
extent to group the indicators meaningfully according to 
content, given the configuration in figure 11.1, which groups 
the indicators according to similarity in terms of 
identification by tenants.
The ' overlay on figure 11.1 shows a possible grouping 
according to content. This grouping shows a concern among 
the tenant group as a whole with the physical aspects of 
their surroundings, at varying levels of scale, from the 
individual unit of accommodation, to the estate, and then 
the local area. These indicators are quite closely related 
to the question which had been put to the tenants at 
interviews:
"What do you think of your flat/maisonette/house and the 
estate?"
It is nevertheless interesting that tenants included aspects 
of the general area as well as features of individual units 
and the estate in their evaluations. This suggests that 
spontaneously elicited evaluations, when subject to content 
analysis, reveal indicators of evaluation corresponding to
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varying levels of scale. This parameter of evaluation has 
also been identified by Canter and Rees (1982), who include 
a ’level' facet in their housing satisfaction mapping 
sentence (see p. 2:26). The three levels identified by 
Canter and Rees - house, location and neighbourhood 
correspond closely *in content to the three levels of unit, 
estate and area shown in figure 11.1.
The other three groupings of indicators suggested by the 
overlay for figure 11.1 are concerned with: liaising with
the local authority and other organizations; with the 
neighbours, the general public and the estate children; and 
with the move into new accommodation. This last grouping 
shows how the tenants' preoccupations with a recent, 
important, and possibly difficult experience is reflected in 
their general evaluations of the estate. The other two 
groupings again correspond in content to elements in one of 
the facets in the housing satisfaction mapping sentence of 
Canter and Rees (1982). The referent facet in this sentence 
(pp. 2:25-26) is concerned with the aspects of the place in 
question which are being evaluated. Canter and Rees (1982) 
suggest that this facet comprises three elements: social
contact, space and services. There is a similarity in 
content between these three aspects and the grouping of 
indicators according to physical, social and organizational 
issues.
This general similarity in the context of findings is 
further evidence for the usefulness of a general model for 
the evaluation of place, as suggested by Canter (1983b) in 
a development of earlier work, which will be discussed 
further in the concluding chapter.
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THE DESCRIPTION OF TENANTS ACCORDING TO THEIR EVALUATIONS,
HEATH ESTATE 
INTRODUCTION
The suggested partitioning of the space in figure 11.1 is 
not, however, completely exact, and the stress measure for 
this analysis was relatively high (0.18 - see p. 8:11 ). For 
each region there are some indicators which do not reflect 
the general content of indicators in that region. For 
example, the position of 'workmanship1 within the region 
chiefly containing 'area' indicators (region 3)? the 
position of 'tenant attitudes to local authority' in the 
'unit' region (region 1); the ambiguous position of 
'references to previous home'; and the generally ambiguous 
nature of the central space, all reduce the clarity of the 
overall pattern.
The suggested partitioning is not clear enough to classify 
the indicators into groups in terms of which tenants can be 
categorized. This procedure was possible for housing 
providers (see Chapter 8), and enabled a clear comparison of 
providers with reference to two sets of MSA data. This 
difference between the content of evaluation for housing 
providers and users will be discussed in the following 
chapter. There is still to be explored, however, the 
question of whether the evaluation of data produced any 
groupings in terms of which the tenants can be described. 
This question is considered in the analysis and discussion 
presented below.
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ANALYSIS
The above correlation matrix (appendix 1, table B) and SSA 
plot (Figure 11:1) show how indicators correlate with each 
other in terms of similarity of identification by tenants. 
In this case, the points on the SSA plot represent 
indicators. It is possible to present the same data in a 
different way. A correlation matrix can be calculated 
showing how tenant interview protocols correlate with each
other with respect to indicators chosen as a basis for
evaluation. If this matrix is subjected to SSA, a geometric 
representation is obtained in which the points represent 
tenants. This geometric representation indicating tenant 
groupings according to similarity of content of evalution
enables a comparison to be made with the groupings of 
tenants according to characteristics suggested in the
previous chapter. Appendix 1, Table C shows the correlation 
matrix for the tenants, and figure 11:2 shows the SSA plot. 
The analysis is two-dimensiohal, and the coefficient of 
alienation is 0.17.
DISCUSSION
In the previous chapter, a number of possible combinations 
of tenant groups according to pre-selected characteristics 
were presented. This study is attempting to explore possible 
relationships between these characteristics and the 
indicators upon which tenants as housing users base their 
evaluations of the housing in which they live. To answer the
11:9
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specific questions posed in Chapter 10 (p. 10:2) requires a 
careful check of the configuration of points representing 
tenants in Figure 11:2 with tenant groupings listed in 
Tables 10:4 and 10:5.
For example, turning first to Table 10:5, the suggestion is 
that tenants who share a particular combination of 
characteristics, may also be similar with respect to content 
of evaluation. This would produce a situation in which 
tenant groups listed in Table 10:5 also showed clearly in 
the configuration of tenants in Figure 11:2.
To take a specific example, it is possible to group the 
tenants according to characteristics a, b and d (working/not 
working, single/couple, children/no children). In terms of 
these characteristics, the tenants fall into four main 
groups:
1. Working Couples with children - households
18, 40, 43, 44, 46, 50, 53
2. Working couples with no children - households
17, 31, 32, 37, 42
3. Non-working couples with no children - households 
14, 16, 19, 22, 25, 26, 47
4. Non-working single tenants with no children 
households
20, 21, 23, 24, 27, 28, 29, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39, 51
The group to which each household belongs is indicated on
the overlay for figure 11.2. Using this overlay it is
H r l l
possible to compare the configurations of tenants based on 
the evaluation data with the groupings listed above, and to 
ask whether the content of evaluation appears to be
different for:
1. Working and non-working tenants - comparing groups 1 
and 2 with groups 3 and 4.
2. Single households and couples - comparing groups 1, 2
and 3 with group 4.
3. Households with and without children - comparing group
1 with groups 2, 3 and 4.
4. Households possessing any particular combination of
these characteristics - comparing each group with each 
other.
The overlay for figure 11.2 suggests that such differences 
are not. revealed by the data. The grouping of tenants 
according to characteristics is not reflected in the
configuration of tenants produced by smallest space analysis 
of tenant evaluations, in which tenants V are treated as 
variables.
This finding is supported by consideration of the
correlation for the evaluation data. Table 11.2 shows the 
tenant groupings according to characteristics a, b and d 
(working/non-working, single/couple, children/no children) 
and the correlations for tenants within these groupings with 
respect to the content of evaluation. Correlations between 
tenants within each grouping are no higher than correlations 
between tenants in different groups. For example, the range
11:12
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of correlations for all four groups is -0.21 to +0.93. The 
ranges of the correlations within each of the four groups 
are: -0.05 to +0.55? +0.04 to +0.93; -0.21 to +0.93; and 
-0.17 to +0.47. There are clearly large ranges within each 
grouping. This is the case even when considering the 
possibility of general differences in content of evaluation 
for tenants with and without children (see table 11:2).
This example shows that there is no particular relationship 
between tenant groupings according to the two sets of 
parameters. The relevant correlations for other 
characteristics are shown in Appendix 1, Table D. Again, the 
result is the same. The indicators upon which tenants 
spontaneously base their evaluations of their housing do not 
appear to be related to the characteristics identified in 
Chapter 10. The implications of this finding are discussed 
below (p. ll:3?l'f and Chapter 12).
The same process of comparison can be carried out with 
respect to the 14 groupings according to more specific 
characteristics (Table 10:4), and the content of tenants1 
evaluations. Again, findings show consistently that there 
appears to be no clear connection between content of 
evaluation and the characteristics identified in the 
previous chapter (Table 10:4).
These findings go some way towards answering the questions 
posed in Chapter 10 (p. 10:2). Looking at question two, it 
appears that there is no general relationship between user 
evaluation of a particular product and the role-related 
characteristics which have resulted in users being given the 
opportunity to 'use* the product.
11:1^
This does not necessarily mean that none of the 
characteristics affecting the indicators of user evaluation 
can be identified or that the notion of personal role is of 
no value. It is possible that the relationship is complex 
and very specific. Particular indicators may be identified 
because of factors more individual than the rather general 
characteristics suggested in the previous Chapter (Table 
10:1). A study of individual tenants suggests that there are 
clearly identifiable characteristics affecting many of the 
indicators of evalution. Individual examples will be 
presented below to illustrate this point. Individual tenants 
are referred to by house/flat number and male (M) or female 
(F).
DISCUSSION OF INDIVIDUAL TENANTS, HEATH ESTATE 
Tenant 17F
The profile for this tenant's household is: 1 2 3 1 6 4 2 1
This means that the household consists of a working couple 
with no children who were transferred from a LA tower block 
in W.14 to a one-bedroom flat on HE for medical reasons. The 
indicators identified by this tenant, listed in decreasing 
frequency of reference, are as follows:
11:15
Indicator No. Indicator
22 Children
27 Tenant Attitudes to LA
25 Match with Tenant Types
10 Poor Design Quality
19 Social Aspects of Estate
Design
26 Inefficiency of Tenant-LA
Relationship 
5 Unit Design
3 Estate Design
20 Relationship with
Neighbours
23 Security
11 Good Design Features
15 Criticism of Maintenance
21 Neighbours' Opinions
1 Area Disadvantages
2 Area Facilities
9 Architect's Responsi­
bilities
12 Workmanship
For each of the individual examples, it will be seen that 
there are particular aspects of the individual's life which 
affect very strongly the indicators upon which (s)he bases 
an evaluation of the estate. For this particular tenant, the 
whole evaluation of the estate was coloured by two facts -
Hi 16
of ill health, and her flat is situated very close to the 
children's play equipment. A request to this tenant to 
evaluate the whole estate resulted in a long interview which 
consisted largely of complaints about the noise made by 
children using the play equipment. Many of the other 
.indicators referred to were related to this one. The noise 
had caused the tenant to complain with little effect to the 
LA. Her evaluation referred at length to tenant 
relationships with the LA, and also to the design of the 
estate, with specific reference to the juxtaposition of the 
one-bedroom flats and the play equipment.
Tenant 27F
The profile for this tenant's household is: 1 1 2 2 4 1 1 1
This means that the household consists of a single 
non-working female who was accepted as an applicant from the 
special category waiting list. Her previous home was in a 
private shared house in S.W.6, and she moved into a IB flat. 
The indicators identified by this tenant, listed in order of 
decreasing frequency of reference, are as follows:
11:17
Unit Design
Criticism of LA Procedure 
Poor Design Quality 
Good Design Quality
Inefficiency of Tenant/LA Relationship
Area Disadvantages
Workmanship
Relationship with Neighbours
Children
Safety
Public Access Vs. Individual Privacy
Social Aspects of Estate Design
Reference to PH
Estate Design
Non-LA Inefficiency
Neighbour's Opinions
Personal
Unit Services
Building Scale
Maintenance Criticism
Neighbourhood
Tenant Match with Life Cycle 
Moving In
Acquisition/Loss of Possessions
This tenant was largely preoccupied by the enormous physical 
differences - both good and bad - between this and her 
former home, and by the implications for her lifestyle of 
the distance from her previous neighbourhood. 27F had lived 
in a small part of what was once a large and gracious
11:18:
private house, which had become rather dilapidated, and 
which was very lacking in modern amenities. Her decision to 
move was based on her need for modern facilities especially 
since she is physically disabled and becoming elderly. She 
referred frequently to physical aspects of her new home; she 
welcomed the modern facilities, but felt that the 
workmanship was poor and the design was not always 
convenient. She was especially concerned with the lift, 
which the lettings section had assured her would be working 
when she accepted the accommodation. The lift is in fact 
never in use, partly because of mechanical faults, and 
partly because the caretaker locks it to prevent vandalism 
and reduce cleaning. This tenant has complained frequently 
about the lift, since her disability makes it very difficult 
to manage stairs - which was partly why she moved. Her 
problems with the lift are reflected in her selection of LA 
procedure and the tenant/LA relationship as important 
indicators when evaluating the housing. Because her 
disability restricted her mobility, this tenant was 
concerned about moving to an area which was some distance 
from her previous home. She had depended on her neighbours, 
and now emphasized area disadvantages and relationships with 
neighbours.
This tenant referred to a number of other issues, as shown 
above, and many of them were related to her physical 
disability. Quite varied indicators are seen to be chosen as 
a basis for evalution, as a direct or indirect consequence 
of a physical condition. For this tenant, then, a personal 
characteristic was important in determining the content of 
evaluation.
11s 19
Tenant 28H
The profile for this tenant's household is: 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 1
This means that the household consists of a working man 
living on his own who was transferred from a 3B house in W. 
12 to a IB flat on HE because he needed smaller 
accommodation. The issues identified by this tenant listed 
in decreasing frequency of reference are as follows:
Unit Design
Previous Home & Alternative Accommodation
Good Design Quality
Unit Services
Poor Design Quality
Area Facilities
Criticism of Design Process
Quality of Construction
Tenant Community
Moving In
Acquisition/Loss of Possessions
This tenant had been living alone in a relatively large old 
house since his wife died. The house was full of possessions 
left over from a long marriage and the raising of a family. 
The tenant evaluated his new home largely in terms of the 
suitability of the unit design. He found it to be more 
convenient for a person living alone, but less suitable for 
the storage and setting out of his possessions. He referred 
to the modern facilities and contrasted them frequently with 
his previous home. He was still working, and seldom saw any 
of his neighbours. He based his evaluation largely on 
physical rather than social characteristics.
11:20
GENERAL DISCUSSION - TENANT EVALUATIONS, HEATH ESTATE
The three examples just presented suggest that requests for 
a general evaluation of Heath Estate resulted in evaluations 
based on three different, although overlapping, sets of 
indicators of evaluation. The indicators considered 
important by the three tenants all concern issues which are 
important to them because of their previous or current 
experience.
The distinction between social and physical indicators 
discussed with respect to all the issues (pp. 11.7ff) and 
referred to by Canter and Rees (1982) has been useful in the 
interpretation of data for individual tenants, such as 28H 
(see above).
These points will be considered further with reference to 
both estates after presentation of the findings for River 
Estate, and in the concluding chapter.
DATA - TENANT EVALUATIONS, RIVER ESTATE
Table 11.3 shows the indicators of evaluation for River 
Estate tenants, and the frequency with which each tenant 
referred to each of the indicators upon which evaluations 
were based. The 33 indicators are the complete set 
identified from all of the interviews; each tenant does not 
refer to each indicator. The total number of tenants 
interviewed was 43. An inter-rater reliability check was 
carried out as described in chapter 8. The reliability of 
the categories was found to be 93.60%.
11:21
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ANALYSIS - TENANT EVALUATIONS, RIVER ESTATE
The content analysis data was used to produce a 
non-parametric correlation matrix as the basis for an SSA, 
showing how closely indicators related to each other in 
terms of similarity of identification by tenants. The 
correlation matrix is presented in Appendix 1, Table E, and 
the SSA plot of the indicators of evaluation is shown in 
Figure 11:3. The analysis is two-dimensional and the 
coefficient of alienation is 0.19.
DISCUSSION - TENANT EVALUATIONS, RIVER ESTATE
The indicators of evaluation for River Estate tenants are 
similar to those for Heath Estate tenants. The general 
question,.
"What do you think of your flat/maisonette/house and the 
estate?"
produced responses which again covered a range of physical, 
social and organizational issues, and which reflected the 
recent experiences of having moved.
As with Heath Estate, it is possible to some extent to 
partition the space in figure 11:3 so that particular 
regions contain indicators with a particular content. The 
overlay shows a possible partitioning of the space which 
again suggests content similar to that of the level and 
referent facets of the housing satisfaction mapping sentence 
of Canter and Rees (1982, chapter 2). The three levels of 
unit, estate and area are distinguishable, as are social, 
organizational and physical types of indicators.
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THE DESCRIPTION OF TENANTS ACCORDING TO THEIR EVALUATIONS,
RIVER ESTATE 
INTRODUCTION
Although the representation in figure 11:3 partitions to 
some extent according to content, the stress measure is 
relatively high (0.19 see page 8:11), the distinctions are 
blurred, and the overlay shows that the suggested partitions 
overlap with each other. This implies that there are
unlikely to be particular groups of indicators, similar in 
content, which are identified as important by groups of
tenants sharing particular characteristics. This possibility 
will again be explored by further analysis, described below. 
Similarities and differences between the content of 
evaluations made of the two estates by both users and
providers will be further considered in chapter 12.
•ANALYSIS
A further SSA was carried out, based on correlations between 
tenants rather than between indicators. The correlation 
matrix is shown in Appendix 1, Table F, and the
corresponding SSA plot is shown in Figure 11:4. The analysis 
is two-dimensional, and the coefficient of alienation is
0.20.The tenant configuration according to similarity of 
evaluation can be compared with tenant groupings according 
to general characteristics by comparing Tables 10:9 and 
10:10 with Figure 11:4.
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1
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M
DISCUSSION
A specific .finding will again be used to illustrate the 
process of comparison between tenant characteristics and 
evaluations. Dividing the group of tenants according to 
characteristics e and f ( reason for move and previous home 
unit ) produces the following four main groups:
1. Tenants moving from private accommodation because of 
major works -
Households 2, 4, 10, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 27.
2. Size transfer from local authority accommodation - 
Households 1, 3, 5, 6, 9, 15, 16, 18, 19, 30, 32.
3. Medical / miscellaneous transfer from local authority 
accomodation -
Households 14, 17, 31, 34.
4. Special Category application from private accommodation - 
Households 7, 12, 23, 26, 29.
The group to which each household belongs is indicated by 
the overlay for figure 11:4. Again, using the overlay, it is 
possible to compare the tenant configuration based on the 
evaluation data ( figure 11:4 ) with the groupings listed
above, and to ask whether the content of evaluation appears 
to be different for:
1. Tenants moving from private accommodation and tenants 
transferring from other local authority accommodation - 
comparing groups 1 and 4 with 2 and 3.
11:27
2. Tenants moving for each of the four major reasons - 
comparing each group with each other group.
The overlay for figure 11:4 shows that tenants in the four 
groups do not group together in terms of their evaluations. 
Turning to correlation coefficients, Table 11:4 shows 
correlations based on similarity in content of evaluation 
for groups of tenants who are grouped according to 
similarities in characteristics e and f - Reason for Move 
and PH unit. It is clear that correlations within the groups 
are no higher than those between groups. For example, the 
range of correlations across all four groups is -0.17 to 
+0.72. The ranges of correlations within each of the four 
groups are : -0.17 to +0.57; -0.06 to +0.64; +0.13 to +0.72; 
and -0.04 to +0.48. The ranges within each group are 
considerable. This suggests, as for HE, that tenants moving 
from a particular type of accommodation for a particular 
reason are no more likely to base their evaluations on the 
same indicators than are tenants moving for different 
reasons from different types of accommodation. This may seem 
a rather specific finding; but careful examination of tenant 
groups according to all the characteristics identified in 
Chapter 10 suggests the same conclusions. The tenant 
groupings and corresponding correlation coefficients are 
presented in Appendix 1, Table H.
The relationship between tenant characteristics and content 
of evaluation for RE is now examined at the individual 
level, with specific examples from individual households.
The individual evaluations of different tenants are seen 
below to be affected by different characteristics. However, 
there are two general design characteristics which made a
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significant impact on most, if not all, of the tenants on 
this estate. Electric ceiling heating had been installed, 
and this was known to be very expensive. The other issue was 
the window design. Windows were of the pivot type, opening 
around a central horizontal access. Many tenants found that 
curtain rails prevented the windows from opening more than a 
very short distance. Of the 43 tenants interviewed, 36 
raised the issue of heating cost when evaluating the estate, 
and 31 raised the issue of curtain rails. The individual 
examples presented below reflect both individual differences 
and the impact of particularly intrusive design features.
11:30
DISCUSSION OF INDIVIDUAL EXAMPLES, RIVER ESTATE
Tenant 7F
The profile of this tenant's household is: 1 1 2 2 4 2 3 1 1
This means that the household consists of a single retired 
female being specially transferred from LA accommodation in 
W. 6 to a IB unit on RE. The indicators identified by this 
tenant, listed in decreasing frequency of reference, are as 
follows:
Unit Design - poor
Unit Services - Heating
Non-LA Inefficiency
Unit Fixtures and Fi tings
Poof Estate Design
Area Disadvantages
Neighbours
Architect
Criticism of LA Procedure 
Moving
Acquisition/Loss of Possessions
Good Estate Design
Good Unit Design
Good Neighbourhood
Praise of children
Sleeping
Cost
This tenant was assistant matron of an old people's home, 
entitled to retire into LA accommodation. She was very 
organized and efficient and particular, and this was her
11:31
first home for many years, since she was a spinster who had 
always occupied residential posts. She therefore had to 
equip the home with new furniture. She based her evaluation 
principally on physical aspects of the design of the unit 
and the estate, and on the inefficiency of firms which she 
had contacted during the process of furnishing the unit. Her 
evaluation was highly critical of the design and of the 
inconvenience of moving; it concentrated on physical and 
organizational, rather than on social and personal issues.
Tenant 16F
The profile of this tenant's household is: 2 2 3 1 2 5 1 2 2
This means that the household consists of a couple with one 
child, and a working head of household; and that the couple 
have been transferred from LA accommodation in W. 12 to a 2B 
unit because they needed more room. The indicators 
identified by this tenant, listed in order of decreasing 
frequency of reference, are as follows:
Public Access Vs. Individual Privacy
Area Disadvantages
Social Aspects of Estate Design
Poor Estate Design
Neighbours
Poor Unit Services (Heating)
Move
Personal
Unit Fixtures and Fittings (Windows)
Good Estate Character 
Positive Attitude to Estate 
Quality of Construction
11:32
The tenant interviewed was a young mother at home with her 
first baby. She evaluated the estate largely by criticising 
the neighbourhood into which she had just moved. She felt it 
to be a 'rougher' neighbourhood than the one in which she 
had previously lived. This feeling was so strong that it 
coloured most of her comments. The five most frequently 
mentioned indicators all reflected this mother's concern 
about moving into a 'rough' neighbourhood and bringing up 
her child there.
Tenant 17M
The profile of this tenant's household is: 1 2 3 2 5 5 4 1 2
This means that the household consists of a retired couple 
being transferred from a flat in a 1960's LA estate in S.W.6 
to a IB unit on RE. The issues identified by this tenant 
listed in order of decreasing frequency of reference are as 
follows: .
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Previous Home References 
Unit Services (Heating)
Area Disadvantages 
Personal
Children and Design 
Good Unit Design 
Workmanship
Unit Fixtures and Fittings (Windows)
Praise of Caretaker
Good Estate Design
Good Estate Character
Criticism of LA procedure
Public Access vs. Individual Privacy
Neighbours
Quality of Construction 
Alternative Accommodation 
Sleeping
This tenant was an elderly gentleman who had lived for some 
years in his previous home. His response to a request for a 
general evaluation of RE was to talk at length about how it 
compared with his previous home. His'other major concern was 
the cost of the ceiling heating, which he felt it would be 
very difficult to afford on his pension. He did make some 
references to physical aspects of the estate and the unit. 
These were largely with respect to the suitability of the 
design for elderly people with restricted mobility.
11:34!
Tenant 25M
The profile of this tenant's household is: 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 2
This means that the household consists of a single working 
male moving into a IB unit from what was a private shared 
house in S.W.6 because it has been purchased by the LA and 
is undergoing major works. The indicators identified by this 
tenant, listed in order of decreasing frequency of 
reference, are as follows:
Area Disadvantages
Unit Fixtures and Fittings (Windows)
Unit Services (Heating)
Poor Estate Design 
Quality of Construction 
Non-LA Inefficiency 
Good Estate Character 
Workmanship
This tenant was a bachelor who spent very little time at 
home. He evaluated the estate largely in terms of its 
inconvenient location with respect to his place of work. The 
other major indicators to which he referred were the two 
common problems of curtain fittings and heating cost. His 
evaluation was based almost entirely on physical indicators. 
He had a certain knowledge of the construction industry, and 
evaluated the unit with respect to the quality of 
construction materials and the workmanship involved. He made 
no reference to personal or social issues.
Hi 35
Tenant 35F
The profile of this tenant's household is: 4 2 3 1 1 2 3 3 3
This means that the household consists of a couple with a 
teenage family with the head of the household working. The 
family was moved from a LA house in W. 6 because it required 
major works, to a 3B house on RE. The indicators identified 
by this tenant, listed in order of decreasing frequency of 
reference, are as follows:
Neighbours
Praise of Children
Personal
Unit Fixtures and Fittings (Windows)
Area Disadvantages 
Workmanship
Acquisition/Loss of Possessions
Good Unit Design
Good Estate Character
Children and Design
Social Aspects of Estate Design
PH References
Sleeping
The mother of this family was interviewed. She was very 
interested in forming contacts with neighbours, and was 
involved in forming a tenants' association almost as soon as 
the estate was occupied. When asked for a general evaluation 
of the estate, she replied largely in terms of the 
neighbours and their children. Her evaluation was based 
chiefly on personal and social indicators.
11: 3^
She made far fewer references to physical aspects of the 
estate, and many of the references she did make were to the 
common problem of curtain fittings.
GENERAL DISCUSSION - TENANT EVALUATIONS, RIVER ESTATE
These examples again show very clearly how different the 
individual tenants are from one another in their detailed 
perceptions of which are the most salient aspects of their 
homes. Again, however, it is possible to generalize in terms 
of the relationship between individual experience and 
lifestyle, and content of evaluation. * In each of the above 
examples, tenants evaluated the estate largely with 
reference to a combination of their previous experience and 
present lifestyle. This point is developed further below in 
a discussion of the findings from both estates, with 
reference to the concept of personal role.
GENERAL DISCUSSION - TENANT_5VAI^TI0^_B0TH_ES^^S 
Personal Role and Evaluation
Consideration of users1 evaluations and profiles shows that 
the characteristics affecting evaluations can be identified 
at the individual level. For each individual, it is possible 
to see which particular characteristics are reflected in the 
content of evaluation. For some individuals, experience of 
working with buildings leads them to consider physical 
aspects of estate design as a large part of evaluation. For 
some, social characteristics are more important, and their 
evaluations are concerned with social indicators. Other 
tenants have particular medical conditions and evaluate the 
estate largely in terms of how it contributes to or 
alleviates these conditions.
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For each individual, there is a clear and consistent 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  p e r s o n a l  c ha ra ct er is tics and 
experiences, and the indicators upon which evaluation is 
based.
*
Proposal 6 (p. 3:19) suggests that these personal
characteristics and experiences can be summarized by a 
role-label. The concept of a personal role with respect to 
the target of evaluation will be discussed further below 
(Chapters 12 and 13), in comparison with provider roles. The 
data presented above suggest that there may be some 
features of the target of evaluation which are intrusive 
enough to become part of evaluations which are otherwise 
quite different in content.
The inclusion of these features in many evaluations is an 
indication that characteristics of the target of evaluation 
which are in any sense extreme in nature - such as very 
expensive heating and very impractical window fixtures - can 
strongly influence evaluation, and possibly become important 
irrespective of personal role. This may also be the case for 
characteristics which are for some reason of particular 
relevance at a particular time. The issue of window fixtures 
and curtain fittings was particulary important for tenants 
at the time of the interviews because they had recently 
moved to the estate. Continuing contact with the tenants 
throughout the first year of occupation suggested that some 
aspects of life on the estate were intensively discussed for 
short periods. For example, the cost of ceiling he'ating 
again became an important issue for most River Estate 
tenants upon receipt of the first winter bills, several 
months after occupation; and the arrival of gypsies on the 
open land adjacent to Heath Estate was extensively discussed
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by Heath Estate tenants when it occurred about a year after 
occupation.
However, apart from these features, the content of 
evaluation is related in a complex way to the personal 
characteristics and experiences of each individual. This 
point is illustrated by the values of correlations 
between tenants based on the evaluation data, and shown in 
appendices C (Heath Estate) and F (River Estate). For both 
estates, many correlations between tenants are low or 
negative, suggesting that the particular characteristics 
and/or experiences which influence evaluation vary widely 
between individuals. However, this type of influence was 
found to exist for all individuals considered. The 
indicators of evaluation were neither chosen at random, nor 
based entirely on the characteristics of the target of 
evaluation.
Official and Personal Reasons for Moving
The previous chapter also raises the question of the extent 
to which user evaluation is related to the characteristics 
upon which the lettings section staff base their choice of 
potential users (question 2, p. 10:2). These characteristics 
are summarized by the tenant profiles presented above 
(Tables 10:2 and 10:7). The profiles summarize to some 
extent aspects of the tenant's personal circumstances and 
experiences; for example reason for transfer, household 
structure and previous unit type and area.
The individual examples presented show that there may be a 
relationship between the reason for the offer of 
accommodation and the indicators of evaluation considered 
important by tenants.
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For example, tenants who are transferred for medical reasons 
are offered accommodation if possible at • ground level or 
with lift access. However, the following types of problem 
arise:
1. The weighting system of housing allocation policy 
takes into account some features of lifestyle, but others, 
for example distance from work (Tenant 25M, p. 11:35 ) and 
from previous neighbourhood (Tenant 27F p. Il:i7), are 
completely ignored. The characteristics which qualify 
tenants for offers of accommodation do not necessarily
correspond to their own reasons for wishing or needing to 
move. The tenants* wish to consider the effect of the move 
on all aspects of their lives is not reflected in the
reasons for moving considered by lettings staff. The
complexity of different family situations are all summarized 
in a few very brief categories (Chapter 6).
This point is illustrated by reference to the individual 
examples presented above (pp. ll:15ff). Table 11:5 compares 
the major indicators of evaluation important to tenants with 
the major reasons upon which the lettings section based the 
decision to offer the accommodation in question.
2. When reasons which are important to tenants and 
lettings staff do correspond, only certain aspects of the 
relevant reasons are considered. For example, a transfer for
medical reasons only considers those aspects of the new
accommodation which are officially considered to be relevant 
- chiefly access to accommodation and ease of movement 
within accommodation - and sometimes not even both of these. 
There are other implications of medical transfers which are 
often not considered by design and lettings staff, and which 
become management problems, such as the siting of play 
equipment (tenant 17F, p. 11:15).
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Table It;5 - Sample Comparisons of Letting Categories and Tenant Evaluations
Tenant See Page Letting Category Two Indicators of Evaluation most Important to 
Tenant
17F 12:10 Medical Transfer Children, Tenant attitude to local authority
27F 12:12 Special Category 
Applicant
Unit Design, Criticism of LA procedure
28H 12:14 Home Under- 
Occupied
Unit Design, References to previous hone
7F 12:22 Special Category 
Applicant
Poor Unit Design, Cost of heating
16F 12:23 Heme Over- 
Occupied
Public Access vs. individual privacy, area 
disadvantages
17M 12:24 Medical Transfer Previous Hane, cost of heating
25M 12:25 Heme undergoing 
major works
Area disadvantages, fixtures and fittings
35F 12:26 Hane undergoing 
major works
Neighbours, praise of children
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CONCLUSIONS - TENANT EVALUATIONS, HEATH ESTATE AND RIVER
ESTATE
The indicators of evaluation used by both groups of tenants 
reflect concern with physical, social and organizational 
issues. The particular indicators used as a basis for 
evaluation by each individual depended on the personal role 
of that individual, and the implications of the personal for 
interactions with the target of evaluation.
In contrast to the professional roles of housing providers, 
personal roles summarize individual experiences and 
lifestyles rather than being related, for example, to 
professional training. The personal roles of each of the 
tenants interviewed were different, at the detailed level 
discussed in this chapter. In individual cases, however, 
characteristics of previous experience and current 
activities associated with personal role could be identified 
and were found to influence the content of evaluation.'
In conclusion, it can be stated that the findings of this 
and the previous chapter indicates that a relationship 
does exist between role and the indicators of evaluation 
used by local authority tenants on the two estates studied.
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This chapter has been concerned with the relationship 
between user characteristics and the content of evaluation 
at a very detailed level. At a broader level, there are 
general characteristics of users which lead to general 
similarities in the content of evaluation. This will be 
demonstrated in the following chapters, in which the 
evaluations of housing users are compared with the 
evaluations of housing providers. The consequences of 
differences in evaluation will be considered in both 
Chapters 12 and 13.
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CHAPTER 12: PROVIDER AND USER EVALUATIONS COMPARED
INTRODUCTION
The relationship between role and evaluation has been 
discussed separately with respect to housing providers and 
housing users. The relationship will be further considered 
in this chapter by comparing the evaluations of users and 
providers with respect to the same object of evaluation. For 
housing providers, aspects of professional roles could be 
seen above (Chapter 10) to influence the content of
evaluation. Housing users however occupy a personal, rather 
than a professional role with respect to the housing in 
which they live (Chapter 11).. At a general level, they 
occupy relatively similar roles with respect to the housing; 
whereas housing providers each have specialized and
differing roles.
Consideration of literature concerned with role and
evaluation (Chapters 2 and 3) suggests that:
(i) There is a major difference between the evaluations of 
providers and users (proposal 4, p. 3:18).
(ii) Role-titles act as labels which summarize the training 
and experiences of role-occ.upants (proposal 6, p. 3:19).
(iii) Differences in the indicators of evaluation of 
providers and users have significant consequences for the 
experiences of users (proposal 7, p. 3:21).
1 2 : 1
These ^proposals are explored further by comparing the 
evaluations of providers and users with respect to the same 
target of evaluation. The comparisons are presented below, 
for each of the two estates being studied.
METHOD
Comparison between evaluations of providers and users 
requires data about the evaluation of each of these two 
groups with respect to a common target of evaluation. This 
was elicited by open-ended interviews as described above 
(Chapter 6).
Each interviewee/RO was asked the question,
"What do you think of ----- Estate?"
and allowed to identify for him/herself the indicators upon 
which to base evaluation of the housing.
DATA
The indicators identified by tenants were presented in 
Chapter 11. They are presented again here, in Table 12:1, 
which shows the indicators of evaluation identified by both 
staff and tenants for each of the two estates.
ANALYSIS ‘
The relative frequency of identification of each issue was 
again used to produce correlation matrices, using Kendall*s 
non-parametric correlation coefficient. These matrices are
12:2
HE Users HE Providers FE Users BE Providers
Area X X X X
Estate Design X X X ■ X
Safety X X X
Unit Design X X . x X
Building P o m  ard Character X X X X
Building Scale X X X
Architect X X X
Design Process X X X
Constraints on Design X X
Fit with Area X
Quality of Design X X
Workmanship X X X X
LA Procedure X X X X -
Historical Perspective X
Non-LA Inefficiency X X
Contact with Estate X X
Maintenance Criticism X X
Design Implications of
Maintenance X
Caretaking - Work Involved X
Caretaking - Efficiency X X X X
Neighbourhood X X X X
Public Access vs. Individual
Privacy X X X X
Social Aspects of Estate
Design X X X X
Belationship with Neighbours X X X
Children X X X
Security X X X X
Kous ing-Tenant Match X X X
Tenant-LA Belationship X
Tenant Participation X X
Cost X X
Previous Hone X X X
Moving In X X
Acquis ition/toss of
Possessions X X
Personal X X
•
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presented in appendix 1, H and I. They enabled smallest 
space analyses to be carried out. These produced geometric 
•representations of the relationship of each RO with each 
other RO, with respect to similarity in content of 
evaluation. The representations are presented in Figures
12:1 and 12:2. The analyses are two-dimensional and the 
coefficients of alienation are 0.13 and 0.14 respectively. 
These findings are discussed below.
RESULTS
Heath Estate
There are a total of 53 RO's for whom data about the content 
of evaluation is available. Nine of these are housing 
providers, and 44 are housing users. Only providers who have 
had contact with the housing in question are included in
this comparison. Other housing providers were unable to
evaluate this particular estate..
Of the 30 indicators of evaluation identified, 17 were 
identified by some providers and users, 4 by some providers 
but no users, and 9 by some users but no providers. The 
differences in the. indicators chosen reflect to some extent 
the differences in the role content of providers and users.
River Estate
For this estate, there are a total of 56 RO's for whom data 
about the content of evaluation is available. Eleven of
these are housing providers, and 45 are housing users. 
Again, only housing providers who have had contact with the 
estate can be included in the comparison.
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32 indicators of evaluation were identified by these RO's. 
13 of these were identified by both providers and users, 8 
were identified by providers only, and 11 by users only.
DISCUSSION
Comparison between Providers and Users for both Estates
The correlation matrices (Appendix 1, tables H and I) show 
that correlations within the user group are higher and more 
likely to be positive than are those within the provider 
group. These findings are reflected in the SSA plots. 
Figures 12:1 and 12:2 clearly show that users are more 
closely grouped than are providers; and that providers form 
a separate group. In both cases, the two groups are clearly 
distinguishable in terms of content of evaluation. and the 
coefficients of evaluation are acceptably low (0.13 and 
0.14; see p. 8:11). This finding confirms expectations 
expressed in proposal 4 (p. 3:18) that there is a major
difference between the evaluations of providers and users. 
It corresponds to Sandahl's (1974, pp. 3:14ff) finding that 
policemen who share a role are more similar in their 
evaluations than are lay participants. In that case, it was 
the providers who were a more homogeneous group, and in the 
research reported here, it is the users. In both cases, the 
reactions of the more homogeneous group were at a general 
level more similar to each other than were the reactions of 
the less homogeneous group.
Comparison between users and providers suggests, then, that 
content of evaluation varies with role. Major role 
differences with respect to the object of evaluation exist
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within the provider group but not within the user group. 
Differences in the content of evaluation are greater within 
the provider group than within the user group. The 
difference between provider and user is a superordinate role 
difference with respect to evaluation. This difference is 
reflected in the groupings of providers and users into two 
clearly distinguishable groups in an SSA plot which is 
derived from the content of evaluation. This grouping 
substantiates proposals 1, 2, 3 and 4 above (pp. 3:18), and 
is a further example of the major differences in the 
evaluations of providers and users which have been discussed 
in Chapters 2 and 3. The implications of such a finding are 
discussed below (Ch. 12 and 13).
Turning to content itself, a study of the indicators 
identified by users and providers demonstrates further the 
relationship between role and content.
Table 12:1 shows which indicators were selected by users 
only, by providers only, and by both users and providers. 
The indicators referred to by providers only are concerned 
with design in a LA context, and with the nature of provider 
involvement with the housing estate and tenant involvement 
with the Directorate of Housing. Tenants are interested in 
the LA, but they refer to the relationship between a tenant 
and the LA, whereas providers .refer to public participation 
in LA decision-making. The tenants do not refer to 
constraints on the design process, but they criticize the 
architect. Providers do not‘see that the issues of cost and 
the efficiency of maintenance are relevant in a general 
evaluation of the estate, but these are important to 
tenants. The experience of moving, and the resulting 
acquisition and loss of possessions, are important aspects
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of tenants1 experiences of the target of evaluation. Tenant 
evaluation is also affected by the efficiency or otherwise 
of bodies which are unconnected with the LA. At the time of 
moving in especially, tenants have to liaise with 
electricity and sometimes gas suppliers, with water 
authorities, removal firms, carpet-fitters, and sometimes 
other retailers. There is much organization involved, both 
at the time of moving in, and to a certain extent on a more 
ongoing basis. This interaction with various organizations 
was often referred to by tenants in the course of their 
evaluation of the housing estate. For them it was relevant 
because it formed part of their total experience? but it was 
of no concern to the housing providers. Similarly the 
process of moving, the cost of renting, furnishing and 
heating the accommodation, and the acquisition and loss of 
possessions were all indicators that tenants found relevant 
when evaluating the housing. Personal factors like the 
tenant's own state of health were also considered relevant. 
The interaction between such personal characteristics and 
the content of evaluation has been illustrated in individual 
examples presented in the previous chapter.
This brief description conveys some impression of the 
enormous difference in perception of two particular housing 
estates depending upon role position. Some of the likely 
consequences for the users suggested in proposal 7 (p. 3:21) 
have been discussed above (for example, pp. 9:12ff, pp. 11:37 
ff).
Further consequences are traced in actual incidents which 
are now described. These examples will be followed by a 
comparison of the two estates, with reference to development 
and the evaluations of users and providers.
1 2 : 9
1. Housing Brief Constraints
The lettings section of the LA are concerned to 
increase the number of units of housing for two groups most 
in need within the borough. Consequently when a site for 
housing becomes available, they frequently request a deslga- 
which comprises a mix of housing for elderly and families 
with young children. The experiences for each group of 
living at close quarters with the other group is important 
to the users when evaluating the housing, but not to staff 
in the lettings section, who evaluate the housing largely in 
terms of potential units of accommodation to reduce theix 
waiting lists. This point is illustrated in Figure 12:3.
2. Use of Lift
The second example concerns the use of a lift. One of 
the estates has a lift, which the LA maintenance section do 
not wish to maintain. ’ For them, ease of maintenance is a 
more important issue than ease of access. The lift is 
therefore kept locked, which gives rise to complaints from 
tenants, for whom ease of access is the more important 
issue. This point is illustrated in Figures 12:4 and 12:5.
3. Railings for River Estate
The chief architect of RE was concerned to choose 
railings along the riverside which would fit visually with 
the character of the estate, and be cost-effective and safe. 
The Planning Department insisted that the railings should be 
suitable for the whole length of a river walk, planned to be 
several miles long. This required a loading resistance in
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some places (because of, for example, football crowds) 
greater than would be necessary for the estate. The 
conflicting priorities of the planning and architecture 
providers resulted in long delays over the choosing and 
fitting of railings. This meant that play equipment,sited 
beside the river, could not be used by children on the 
estate, who were critical of the situation; and that parents 
were very worried about danger to the children. This point 
is illustrated in Figures 12:6, 12:7 and 12:8.
4. Stairs in IB Accommodation
In order to provide small gardens in family units, the 
architect for River Estate decided to design 1 bedroom (IB) 
units on 2-3 storeys, with 2-3 flights of stairs in each, 
the council tenants most likely to be eligible for IB 
accommodation (especially new accommodation) are the 
elderly, or high priority medical cases. These tenants were 
therefore offered the IB accommodation, and sometimes 
accepted because the units were new, but were having extreme 
difficulty with access both within and outside their homes. 
This point is illustrated in Figure 12:9.
5. Short Notice given to Prospective Tenants
Lettings procedures gave only 24 to 48 hours notice to 
prospective tenants of an offer to inspect accommodation, 
even years after the application had been made. Even 
applicants who worked were expected to collect the key to 
the property during working hours on a specific day, and 
make a decision within 24 hours. Tenants not responding to
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the letter of offer within 48 hours were assumed to have 
refused the.offer. On at least two occasions known to the 
researcher, potential tenants did not know about the offer 
of accommodation until after the deadline had passed, and 
lost the chance of the accommodation.
6. Public Access versus Individual Privacy
This issue was important on both estates. In 
particular tenants on River Estate resented the public river 
walk which ran through the estate, as illustrated in Figure 
12:10. The housing management and caretaker staff were 
opposed to it, but were forced to accept constraints imposed 
by the planning department.
7. Access to Garden from Living Room
Family accommodation on both estates was designed so 
that living rooms opened directly onto small gardens as 
illustrated in Figure 12:11. Many ‘tenants complained that 
earth from the garden would spoil new living room carpets, 
and that either gardens should be paved over or access to 
them should 4>e ' vict the kitchen.
8 Lack of Clear Responsibility
Poor communication between the social services 
department, the housing department and the architects 
department meant that a split level cooker which should have 
been installed in a disabled unit was promised three times 
and not received at all. The effect for the couple concerned 
was a frustrating four months trying to cook on a camping 
gas stove, from a wheelchair, with the stove having to be
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placed on too high a surface.
9. Trade-off between capital and maintenance costs
Cost-cutting priorities are in capital costs for 
architects, and in running costs for housing management. 
Plastic taps are one example of an item which reduced design 
costs (see Figure 12:12). However many taps had to be 
replaced during the first few months of normal use, because 
of their fragile nature. The result for tenants was long 
periods during which they were unable to use handbasin, or 
bath, or sink. Tenants, management and maintenance 
role-occupants all criticized this situation, but it was not 
referred to by architects.
10. Maintenance/Repair Problems
Faults which were reported by tenants during the first 
few months of occupation should have been reported to the 
BAD, so that they could be rectified by the contractors 
responsible for construction. Inefficiency of housing 
management and maintenance staff meant that this did not 
happen. The deadline passed, and the issue then arose of who 
would pay for the repairs. The relationship between this 
situation and differences in evaluation is illustrated by 
the following comments from the architect of Heath Estate.
"These are very trivial things, though I suppose not to the 
tenants. Any important decision is minuted accordingly."
Al-though table 12:1 (p. 12:3) shows that there are many
indicators which were selected by both providers and users, 
the above examples suggest that even indicators which are
12,13
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Figure 12.: 3 - Heath Estate - View from living room of IB flat, 
showing proximity to family houses
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■Figure 12-:5 - Heath Estate - Stairs to all units in Block 1, 
which have to be used by all tenants, because lift is kept locked
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Figure 12.:6 - River Estate - Children's Play Area, showing 
proximity to river, and low v/all
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Figure 12:7 - River Estate, Chicken wire preventing access to play 
area, because of danger of falling into river. Children could see, 
but not use, the play equipment
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Figure IX: 8 - River Estate - Young tenants in front of barrier 
preventing access to play area
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Figure 12:9 - River Estate - Inside Maisonette, showing stairs 
which make internal access difficult for elderly tenants
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Figure IX: 10 - River Estate - View from river wall, showing path 
of riverside walk between two blocks of the estate
Figure 12:11 - River Estate - View of 'garden' from living room, 
showing direct access onto earth
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Figure 12:12 - River Estate - Bathroom, showing plastic taps which
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Figure 12-: 13 - River Estate - Fire Escape to roof from upstairs 
room in family houses, often used as children's bedrooms
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selected by both users and providers are discussed quite 
differently by the two groups and that some of these 
differences in the content of evaluation can make a marked 
difference to the quality of life for LA tenants. The 
consequences of the differences will be discussed further in 
the following chapter.Comparisons of findings for the two 
estates are now made specifically with respect to (a) 
providers and (b) users.
Heath Estate and River Estate are similar in being small, 
low-rise, high density housing schemes both commissioned by 
local authority housing staff, and constructed ' by 
contractors during the mid 1970’s. The development and 
designs of the two estates were quite different from each 
other, although each estate had its development 
difficulties. However, in spite of these physical 
differences, major findings with respect to the 
characteristics and evaluations of providers and users are 
similar for both estates.
Comparison between Estates with respect to Providers
Of The 17 housing providers, 9 are involved closely enough 
with Heath Estate to be in a position to evaluate it; and 
for River Estate the number is 13. Six of these providers 
are in fact the same people, whose roles involve them with 
both estates. The characteristics of each subgroup of 
providers are similar. This is to be expected, since the 
same activities are carried out with respect to each estate, 
and are performed in general by role-occupants who have
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equivalent backgrounds, role-content and involvement with 
the housing creation process. There are slightly more 
providers involved with River Estate because the protracted 
letting period involved more lettings staff; and because it 
was the first of several schemes to be located beside the 
river. For this reason, it was of particular interest to 
housing management and research staff.
The two subgroups of providers were similar in the content 
of their evaluations, but less so than the users. Table 12:1 
shows that 16 of 21 indicators used by providers evaluating 
Heath Estate were also used by providers evaluating River 
Estate. The following indicators were used in evaluations of 
Heath Estate but not River Estate: building scale; quality 
of design; relationship with neighbours; and previous home. 
There were also six indicators used in evaluations of River 
Estate but not Heath Estate: safety; architect; fit with
area; historical perspective; design implications of 
maintenance; and the work involved in caretaking. These 
differences did reflect differing evaluations, but the 
relatively low correlations between individual providers 
with respect to content of evaluations (see appendix 1, H 
and I) suggests that individual more than group differences 
are involved; and therefore that the content of evaluations 
of specific estates depends more on the role of the 
evaluators than the characteristics of the estates.
This does not mean that the level of evaluation is entirely 
independent of the characteristics of the estate. General 
contact with housing providers suggested that River Estate 
was viewed as a more prestigious site than was Heath Estate, 
largely because of its location. In general, however, there 
were few specifically estate-related differences in the
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characteristics or evaluations of housing providers.
Comparison between Estates with respect to Users
Estate-related differences in tenant characteristics and 
evaluations were also relatively minor, in comparison with 
the major differences between providers and users. The 
household mixture of elderly or disabled tenants and families 
was similar for both estates, although some of the families 
living on Heath Estate were not included in the research 
(see chapters 10 and 11). The differences between personal 
and official reasons for moving existed for both groups of 
tenants (chapter 10); and for both groups there was found to 
be a relationship between personal role and evaluation. The 
indicators of evaluation used were largely overlapping. 
Table 12:1 shows that Heath Estate tenants identified only 
three indicators not used by River Estate tenants: quality 
of design, housing-tenant match, and tenant-LA relationship. 
River Estate tenants identified only one indicator - design 
process -not identified by Heath Estate tenants.
The partitioning of the smallest space analysis of tenant 
evaluations (figures 11:1 and 11:3) showed in both cases a 
concern with unit, estate and area levels of scale, and 
distinctions could be made between physical, social and 
organizational indicators. However, the distinctions were 
less clear for River Estate tenants. This was also the case 
when classifying tenants according to 'population1 
characteristics in chapter 10. The MSA of- tenant 
characteristics for Heath Estate (figure 10:11) enabled 
tenants to be relatively clearly classified into 9 groups 
(table 10:6); whereas the 6 groups into which River Estate 
tenants were classified (table 10:11) were far less clear.
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The only tentative explanation for these differences which 
occurs to the researcher, is that they may be related to the 
prestigious status of River Estate. This status resulted in 
the accommodation being used as 'bait1 for some potential 
tenants who were in a position to be 'fussy' about the 
accommodation they accepted; but who do not necessarily fit 
into the standard classification categories used by the 
lettings section. Examples include two local authority staff 
in residential positions; and several households whose 
private rented accommodation had been acquired by the local 
authority against the wishes of the tenants.
However, the differences between the findings for the two 
estates are small. The major finding of a relationship 
between role and evaluation applies for both estates. This 
suggests that such a finding is likely to be generalizable, 
as discussed in chapter 10, where the advantages of a 
comparative approach are considered.
CONCLUSIONS *
As suggested in the research proposals (pp. 3:18-19) and at 
the beginning of this chapter, it has been found that:
(1) The evaluations of housing users are more similar to 
each other than are those of housing providers.
(2) The evaluations of housing users and housing providers 
are based to some extent on different issues of evaluation.
The differences in actual content of evaluation have been 
described and briefly discussed above. Their consequences, 
however, can be far-reaching for housing users, and will be
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further considered in the following chapter.
The greater similarity in evaluations of housing users may 
seem paradoxical in the light of the findings reported in 
the previous chapter. A close examination of the relationshp 
between role and evaluation for two groups of housing users, 
presented in that chapter, showed that, at a detailed level, 
a variety of personal factors affect this relationship. 
There are individual differences which have to do with 
lifestyle, household, age, stage in life cycle and 
occupation which may all affect the content of evaluation. 
The effect of each of these varies from individual to 
individual- (see pp. ll:l‘5ff).
When the role with respect to the target of evaluation is a 
personal one, it becomes difficult to make generalizations 
about the characteristics which affect the content of 
evaluation.
In some respects this is similar to the position with the 
housing providers. There are clearly identifiable 
characteristics affecting the content of evaluation; but the 
effects of these characteristics vary from one role-occupant 
to another. The very complexity of this relationship between 
r o l e - r e l a t e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and evaluation makes 
generalizations difficult. However, the consequence of the 
relationship are real and significant to those occupying 
user roles, as demonstrated, for example, in chapters 9 and 
11. The implications of these findings for evaluation 
research are discussed in the following chapter.
In the case of the housing providers, the specific 
relationship between role content and content of evaluation
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is easier to identify, because of the following:
(i) the influence on the content of evaluation can be 
clearly related to the professional role of the providers 
with respect to the object of evaluation. Evidence for this 
is presented in Chapters 7 and 8, and discussed in Chapter 
9. Housing users occupy a more personal role with respect to 
the target of evaluation. The possible personal influences 
on content of the evaluation are far more varied than are 
the possible professional influences, for each housing 
provider. There are background factors within each 
profession which strengthen the relationship between 
professional role and professional evaluation, and leave 
less room for individual differences. These factors have 
been discussed above in the light of research (Chapter 3) . 
Housing users have not been through a common training, and 
their evaluations may therefore be more idiosyncratic, as 
for example, Sandahl's study with police and lay 
participants suggests (p. 3:l^ff).
(ii) The fact that there are greater differences in role 
within the group of housing providers than within the group 
of housing users allows the influences on the content of 
evaluations to be more clearly identified. In terms of role 
with respect to the evaluation of the housing, users are a 
relatively homogeneous group, when compared with the housing 
providers. When looking for differences in evaluation within 
the group, the role of the housing user may be less 
important than other more individual differences. The data 
presented in the two previous chapters suggest that this is 
the case. It is perhaps not surprising that differences 
within a group who share the same role with respect to a 
particular object of evaluation do not clearly demonstrate
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the correspondence between differences in role and 
differences in content of evaluation. However, when the 
housing users as a role group are compared with the housing 
providers who are members of several different role-groups, 
the findings tend to support the suggestion that there is a 
general relationship between role and content of evaluation.
These points will be developed with reference to the 
concepts of professional and personal role in the following 
chapter.
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CHAPTER 13: THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS
MAJOR FINDINGS
This thesis concerns itself with role-related differences in 
evaluation. It addresses itself to the question of the 
extent to which the content of evaluation is influenced by 
the role of the evaluator. Much evaluation research has 
ignored the question of role, which is the focus of this 
study.
To examine the relationship between role and evaluation 
requires research to be carried out in a context in which 
occupants of different roles all interact with a 
particularly clearly defined target of interaction. This 
suggests a case-study approach in a field-setting, since it 
would not be possible to simulate real role-differences and 
real involvement with any object of evaluation in an. 
experimental environment. Such an approach can only be 
initially of an exploratory nature; and since the study is 
concerned with discovering dif-ferences in the content of 
evaluation without prejudging this content, data had to be 
collected by an open-ended method.
The research was conducted by means of open-ended interviews 
in a field case-study. This approach has its limitations as 
discussed in Chapter 4. The findings do however throw light 
on the nature of the relationship between role and 
evaluation.
The major findings of the research reported here are as 
follows:
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1. Differences between housing providers occupying 
different roles are reflected in differences in the content 
of evaluation of these housing providers (proposals 1, 2, 3 
and 4 p. 3:18).
2. For each RO, there are particular characteristics, 
sometimes background and sometimes features of current role 
content, which appear to influence strongly the content of 
evaluation (proposal 6, p. 3:19).
3. There is a difference between the influence on 
evaluation of the characteristics of professional roles and 
personal roles (proposal 4, p. 3:18).
4. Housing users occupy a more personal role with respect 
to LA housing, and certain personal characteristics 
influence their evaluations (proposals 4, 5 and 6, pp. 
3:18-19).
5. Housing users are more similar to each other in 
content of evaluation than housing providers are to each 
other (proposal 5, p. 3:19).
6. There are substantial differences between the content 
of evaluation of housing users and housing providers 
(proposal s, p. 3:18, see Chapters 9-12).
7. The differences in the indicators of evaluation 
important to different housing providers, and the 
differences between providers and users have significant 
consequences for the experiences of users (proposal 7, p. 
3:21).
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These findings have both theoretical and practical 
implications. They will be discussed below in the light of 
the theoretical concepts of role and evaluation; their 
practical implications of the findings for evaluation 
methodology, and for the experiences of housing users will 
then be discussed.
PROFESSIONAL ROLE AND PERSONAL ROLE
This study has been concerned with the factors influencing 
the relationship between role and the content of evaluation. 
It has been found that many of the influences on the content 
of evaluation are mediated by the role of the evaluator. 
Previous studies have discussed in broad terms differences 
between providers and users with respect to evaluation (p. 
2:20ff). By looking in some detail at the relationship 
between role and evaluation, this study has been able to 
describe how the content of evaluation is influenced by both 
background characteristics associated with role, and role 
content. Looking at the evaluation of different providers 
with respect to a particular object of evaluation, it has 
been possible to show how this evaluation varies with 
background characteristics and current role content. These 
characteristics are summarized by the role-label of the 
individual concerned. The evaluations of ROs in similar 
professional roles are similar to each other in ways which 
reflect the influence of role-related characteristics. The 
content of evaluation is influenced not so much by the 
individual but by the characteristics which are associated 
with the position that he/she occupies, as described by, for 
example, Sarbin (1954, p. 1:7).
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This is the case with professional role. In the specific 
context studied, those occupying professional roles were the 
providers of LA housing. The users of this housing clearly 
had a very important role with respect to it, which would 
influence their evaluation of it. The housing users are LA 
tenants for whom the housing is a home. They occupy a 
personal role with respect to the housing. Their role-label 
describes the nature of their interaction with the housing, 
but it does not imply a particular background 
to the same extent as a professional role-label. For these 
role-occupants, personal circumstances have a strong 
influence on evaluation, so that the position described by 
the role-label, although important, does not have such clear 
implications for the content of evaluation as it does in the 
case of a professional RO.
The differences between provider and user evaluations 
suggests that the particular characteristics which influence 
the content of evaluation may depend to some extent on the 
target of evaluation.- It may be that targets with respect to 
which an individual has a professional role tend to elicit 
evaluations based on characteristics associated with that 
role; whereas targets with respect to which the individual 
has a. more personal role tend to elicit evaluations based on 
personal circumstances and lifestyle.
This is the concept of the range of influence of a 
particular role. Role literataure (for example, Sarbin 1954, 
Sherif, 1969, Biddle, 1979) suggests that one individual 
can occupy many different roles, and there are likely to be 
targets of evaluation which are outside the range of 
influence of the providers' professional roles. It may be 
that the providers and users in the local authority housing
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system would not be so consistently different from each 
other in their evaluations in a context in which they were 
all users - for example, as consumers of ice-cream (see p. 
3:15).
Such a possibility is supported by Sandahl's (1974, pp. 
3:l4ff) finding that the responses of police and lay 
participants to simulated scenarios within police stations 
varied according to which aspect of the scenario was being 
considered. As described in Chapter 3 (pp. 3:l^ff), Sandahl, 
was able to distinguish between "technical, professional and 
cultural aspects of the scenarios. He found police and lay 
participants to be least different in their treatment of 
cultural aspects - which are more general, and so less 
exclusively within the range of influence of the role of 
policeman.
To investigate such a possibility further would require 
research which systematically obtained evaluations with 
respect to a variety of targets, considered to vary in the 
extent to which they were within the range of influence of 
evaluation of the participating role-occupants.
The LA tenants, then, are occupying a role with respect to 
their accomodation which is not as consistently associated 
with particular training of experiences as is a 
professional role. It is far more likely to involve the 
individual than does a professional role. A person occupying 
a professional role with respect to a particular object may 
be able to evaluate it with a certain professional 
detachment. A person occupying a personal role with respect 
to the same object is less likely to be detached. The 
evaluations of the housing users were in fact more critical
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and extreme (both favourably and unfavourably) than were the 
evaluations of the housing providers.
The differences between professional and personal role did 
appear to be important when considering the characteristics 
influencing the content of evaluation. There were role 
differences between the providers which were associated with 
differences in background and role content. These 
differences were clearly reflected in the content of 
evaluation. The evaluations of providers> who occupy a 
professional role with respect to the housing, appeared to 
be based on characteristics summarized by their professional 
role-labels, rather than to be heavily influenced by the 
individual identities of the ROs. The evaluation of users 
reflected several influences. Characteristics of the target 
of evaluation which had a particularly intrusive effect, 
strong enough to impinge on a variety of lifestyles, were 
included in the evaluations of most tenants (p. 11:26).
Their greater personal involvement with the housing meant 
that they were more likely than the housing providers to 
n o t i c e  s p e c i f i c  a n d  s o m e t i m e s  a p p a r e n t l y  m i n o r  
characteristics of the housing (p. 12:13); and that
indicators of evaluation used by a particular tenant were 
important because of the extent to which they facilitated or 
impeded that tenant's lifestyle, (see Ch. 11).
The lifestyles of each tenant interviewed could be described 
in terms of particular activities. The interaction between 
an individual, -a physical location, and the activites which 
the individual carries out in that location combine to 
produce what Canter (1983) refers to as a 'place1. Canter 
uses the term 'place' to refer to
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"units of environmental experience"
• Places can vary in scale, so that, as Canter states,
"a city can be a place psychologically just as much as the 
corner of a room can".
An important feature of places so defined is that they can, 
"combine with each other to form new quanta of experience." 
This means that places,
"are seen as the major building blocks for understanding 
human actions in their natually occurring context".
Canter describes places as having three sets.of properties, 
as follows:
1. The activities which are understood to occur at a 
location and the reasons for them.
2. The evaluative conceptualizations which are held of 
the occurrence of those activites.
3. The physical properties of the place as they are 
evaluated in relation to the activities.
This concept of place contributes significantly to an 
understanding of the housing users' evaluations of their 
homes. For them, the targets of evaluation in this study 
were places which were very important to them as locations 
in which they carried out activities important to them. The
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evaluations made by the users referred often to the housing 
estate in terms of the extent to which they helped or 
hindered particular activities - for example, safe 
children's play (p. 12:lo); visiting of friends (p. 11:18); 
resting (p. 11:16); cooking (p. 12:12); moving around easily
(p. 12:10).
Canter (1983) reports a variety of studies in which 
knowledge of the activities undertaken by those using 
particular spaces has contributed to the understanding of 
those spaces as places.
In particular, three studies of activities within the home 
conducted in Japan, Scotland and England (Canter and Lee, 
1974, Tagg, 1974, and Kimura, 1982) all found there to be 
consistent rules governing the pattern of activities in 
spaces. In all three studies, it was possible to distinguish 
between activities which were specific to a particular 
location, and activities which were conducted throughout the 
home. The pattern of activities conducted in a particular 
space contributed to its meaning as a place.
A pattern appears to be developing in research concerned 
with the evaluation of place in which the relationship 
between features of that place and the role, lifestyle, 
activities, objectives, of the individual is emerging as 
crucial. The generalizable aspects of the pattern have been 
clearly identified by Canter in a general mapping sentence 
(table 13.1), derived from many studies and presented in a 
paper entitled 'The Purposive Evaluation of Places: A Facet 
Approach'. The relevance of the components of this mapping 
sentence to the evaluation data presented here has been 
discussed in chapters 9, 11, and 12, with reference to
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TABLE 13:1 A GENERAL MAPPING SENTENCE (Canter 1983b)
PERSON(x) evaluates the extent to which being in PLACE (p) 
facilitates
FOCUS - F REFERENT - R LEVEL - L
(f:l.; the over- 
Call essence
£^2: the gen­
e r a l  qual­
ities
(£3 specific 
(aspects
of his/her
(rl social ) 
(r2 spatial) 
(r3 service) objectives 
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(11 Local )
(.12 Intermed-) 
(iate )
(13 Greater )
levels of 
interaction
(greatly facilitates 
(
by stating that it (
(
to-
( interferes with
his/her objectives
Where (p) is a place of which person (x) has direct experience.
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specific findings.
The relationship between evaluation and a role-label is far 
clearer with respect to professional than personal role. 
Personal role is relevant, but it interacts with individual 
characteristics in such a manner as to make it very 
difficult to see the extent of the relationship between role 
and evaluation except when considering individual cases. It 
may be tempting to abandon the concept of personal role and 
discuss user evaluation solely in terms of individual 
differences. This would produce an almost clinical approach 
to user evaluation. Some of the evaluation does clearly 
occur because people differ from each other in their 
construction of events because of personality differences, 
as stated by Kelly (1955) in his Personal Construct Theory.
Craik (1976) presents a model which considers the 
relationship between personality and the environment. It 
illustrates the two-way interactions between each of three 
systems - personal, societal and environmental (see Figure 
13:1).
PERSONALITY
SYSTEM
SOCIAL
SYSTEM
ENVIRONMENTAL
SYSTEM
Societal andof PersonalFig 13:1 The Interplay l, 
Environmental Systems'(Craik, 197^7
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Craik lists various research techniques which are concerned 
with investigating- the interaction between the personal and 
environmental systems. Examples are McKechnie's (1972) 
Environmental Response Inventory, which is designed 'to 
assess eight environmental dispositions: pastoralism,
urbanism, environmental adaptation, stimulus seeking, 
environmental trust, antiquarianism, need for privacy, and 
mechanical orientation; Little’s (1968) measures of 
thing-person orientations; and Sonnenfeld's (1969) 
Environmental Personality Inventory.
Craik suggests that there may be typical:
"personality characteristics of selected groups of 
environmental agents, decision-makers and users"
and asks the questions:
"If you were to meet a large number of water resources 
managers, for example, then systematically described them, 
what kind of persons would you find them to be? In what 
ways, if at all, would they differ from persons in general? 
The same questions can be asked of architects, drought plain 
farmers, etc."
Craik sees the answers to these questions in terms of an 
assessment of:
"the personfs social impact (recorded by staff observers on 
adjective checklists and other formats), personality traits, 
early life history factors, patterns of career development, 
environmental dispositions, intellectual styles, interest 
patterns, social attitude orientations, and personal values
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(Barron 1965; Mackinnon 1967)",
and suggests that:
"descriptive assessments take on more substantive import 
when key comparisons can be made, for example, between more 
or less creative architects (Mackinnon, 1962, Hall and 
Mackinnon 1969), between drought plain farmers and flood 
plain farmers, between water resources managers and public 
health officials who both have a responsibility and 
jurisdiction over water quality (Sewell, 1971)".
The study which is presented here attempts to trace key 
comparisons and effects with respect to some, but not all, 
of the characteristics listed above. It has been suggested 
that the role-related characteristics identified in this 
study (chapters 7, and 10) are important in the evaluations 
of those involved in environmental provision and use. The 
relationships between these characteristics and indicators 
of evaluation has been traced with reference to specific 
examples (Chapter 11). It may well be that other of the 
characteristics listed above are important in determining 
the content of evaluation, either directly or through their 
association with particular roles. Some research suggests 
that this may be the case (for example, Hall and Mackinnon, 
1969); there are certainly interesting possibilities for 
research to explore further the relationship between 
environmental evaluation, role and personality.
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However, at a general level, there was found to be a greater 
similarity in the evaluation content of the users as a 
group, than the providers.
The .users all shared a role which involved them heavily with 
the target of evaluation. They were more critical as a 
group, and more extreme in their levels of evaluation *'than 
were the providers, as well as being more similar in 
content. And yet they were in many respects quite different 
from each other. These findings can be more clearly 
understood in relation to the concept of a personal role 
shared by all tenants.
The importance of activities in the evaluation of homes is 
particularly clear when evaluations are made by the 
occupants of those homes. Studies in other environments also 
suggest that activities are important in the evaluations 
made by users. For example Kenny (Canter, Kenny and Rees, 
1980) carried out a study of evaluations by nursing staff in 
which she found that nurses distinguished clearly between 
different spaces within hospital wards in terms of the 
activities which occurred in them.
Both professional and personal roles, then, influence 
evaluation partly because of the activities which are 
carried out in, or in relation to, the target of evaluation 
(see chapters 7-9 for providers, Chapters 10 and 11 for 
users). Canter (1977, 1983) has used the term environmental 
role, to describe the pattern of interactions a person has 
in any particular place; and has provided evidence that 
there is a relationship between environmental role and 
satisfaction with that place. This was, for example, one of 
the findings of the study by Gerngross-Haas, referred to
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above. Environmental role is a useful term which could apply 
to both professional and personal role-occupants. It 
emphasizes an aspect of role which is extremely important in 
contributing to differences in the content of evaluation.
However, those occupying a provider role with respect to a 
particular environment are unlikely to be interacting 
physically with- it regularly and frequently. It does not 
provide the space for their major activities, and providers 
are influenced by indicators associated with other 
characteristics such as previous training and current role 
content. The activities of the providers are relevant, in 
the sense that they evaluate the housing partly with respect 
to the extent to which it helps or hinders them in the 
activities which they are carrying out as a function of the 
specific roles they occupy; but these activities do not take 
place within the environment which they are involved in 
providing.
The process of evaluation and the role-related 
characteristics which have been found to influence it, are 
summarized in the model presented in Figure 13:2.
IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS FOR EVALUATION RESEARCH
It has been stated many times in this report that most 
evaluation research specifies the content of evaluation. 
This means that information is provided about the target of 
evaluation. It may be provided because it is requested, 
without the provider necessarily having an opinion with 
respect to the issue being raised, as was discovered to be 
the case with much attitude research. There are
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illustrations of this in, for example, the book of readings 
edited by Jahoda and Warren (1966). It may be a real
opinion, but the issue may be of very little importance to
the evaluator. He or she may or may not volunteer
information about issues which are of greater importance to 
him/her but not included in the evaluation. Evaluation
studies which impose a predetermined content of evaluation, 
are at best incomplete as assessments of a given target, and 
cannot provide a full understanding of the nature of 
evaluation.
They do however, provide information about the indicators 
which the researchers selected; and there is considerable 
awareness of the need to take users into account in much 
evaluation research. For example publications by Weidemann 
et al (1982, p. 2:16), by Davis and Szigeti (1982) by 
Moleski and Lang (1982), and by Zeisel (1981), all 
specifically suggest processes which allow for the needs of 
users to be incorporated into the design process.
Weidemann et al (1982) conducted an evaluation of
multifamily public housing using the concepts of residential 
satisfaction and safety as major indicators of evaluation. 
They describe a research and recommendation process which 
allows for feedback into design and management activities. 
This process, which they recommend for future use, is
presented in Figure 13:3.
Davis and Szigeti (1982) distinguish between joint, directed 
and traditional planning processes, in the context of office 
design. The degree of user involvement is greatest in joint 
planning, and least (in fact, minimal) in traditional
planning. At the moment, joint planning is rare, and
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Figure 13 :3 - Weidemann et al 1^982)
INFORMATION GATHERING 
Meetings with DHA, Site Visits 
Review of Documents
PREPARATION OF RESIDENT SURVEY
SURVEY OF RESIDENTS
PRELIMINARY RESULTS MEETING PRELIMINARY RESULTS MEETING
WITH DHA OFFICIALS WITH LONGVIEW RESIDENTS
DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
FINAL REPORT
Diagram of Research and Recanmendation Process
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strongly resisted by middle management, but Davis and 
Szigeti express the opinion that some form of participative 
planning will increase.
Moleski and Lang (1982) discuss the importance of assessing 
both organizational and user needs with reference to human 
values, and emphasize the importance of giving the user 
freedom of choice with respect to the built environment and 
encouraging him/her to exercise it.
Zeisel (1981) describes the similarities and differences 
between design and environment-behaviour research, and 
discusses how the two processes can usefully interact. He 
suggests that multiple research methods may improve the 
q u a l i t y  of r e s e a r c h ;  a n d  t h a t  u s e r - b a s e d  
environment-behaviour research which is specific to a 
particular design problem is more likely to be useful and 
used in design.
In most of these cases, however, the process of obtaining 
information about user needs has prejudged the indicators of 
evaluation considered to be important for housing users. 
This means that the researchers are acting as facilitators 
(Knight and Campbell, 1980, see pp. 2:19ff). They are 
allowing for the negotiation of goals,
"within existent power relationships" (Knight and Campbell, 
1980) .
Knight and Campbell (1980) state that:
"The evaluator as facilitator does not foster real 
n e g o t i a t i n g  p o w e r  or i n i t i a t e  t h i n k i n g  a b o u t
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behaviour-environment relationships that could lead to 
changes in the existing power relationships within the user 
population. Rather he° or she simply accepts those 
relationships. The least powerful tend to have the smallest 
voice, or in their powerlessness, have lost touch with 
aspirations that are outside the domain of possibilities
within the status quo..... The process of negotiation under
the guidance of the facilitator will tend to redress toward 
current assumptions of the possible, the reasonable - the 
conservative."
The process of negotiation may in the real world always tend 
towards the status quo; but it may be possible to counteract 
this tendency to some extent if some studies actually 
provide an understanding of the real differences ‘ in 
evaluative perspective between different role groups. A 
radical form of this approach is Knight and Campbell's 
'instigator' role:
"There is a third role for evaluators, which might be called 
the 'instigator' role. This role differs in one major way 
from those of technician and facilitator. The objective of 
the instigator is not to arrive at one set of criteria for 
evaluation but rather to generate two or more sets that 
represent differing values and perspectives on the social 
arrangements. The objective is not to find out if the 
building 'works' in any absolute sense. Rather, the 
evaluator attempts to consider how the design of the 
building reflects and facilitates social relationships and 
behaviours, and how this can be seen from the perspectives 
of those holding differing social commitments within the 
user population.....
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Does a particular kind of housing for the elderly create a 
comfortable place for people- to stay, given the budget 
constraints and desire of society to keep the elderly 
segregated? From another point of view, does this housing 
help the elderly and their relatives to organize and to 
demand more resources, making use of their growing political 
power? The instigator role allows for the possibility of 
evaluating from a variety of perspectives and, most 
important, it provides the opportunity to raise issues and 
articulate positions and possibilities that would be lost in 
the adoption of other evaluator roles. Evaluation from only 
one perspective following from the assumptions and social 
constraints of only the dominant or normative point of view 
automatically tends to obscure alternatives, lending 
legitimacy only to the normative social arrangements. The 
instigator role offers the possibility of a more progressive 
or radical advocacy."
Knight and Campbell are suggesting a radical approach, but 
only as a possibility. They are' not suggesting that the 
alternative perspectives from which evaluations could be 
conducted should be acted upon - but only that they should 
be recognized. There are anyway many factors which prevent 
evaluations from having a direct input into decision-making, 
as discussed in, for example, Zube's (1980, p. 2:23) chapter 
on the policy/practice gap. Many of these factors are 
outside the control of the evaluator. However, it is 
important for those carrying out evaluation research to be 
aware of what they are doing, and to have an understanding 
of the existence of differences in evaluations and their 
consequences (Chapters 1-3). Apart from the research 
reported here, there are only two pieces of literature which 
this author has found in environmental evaluations which
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really convey the experiences of housing users without
imposing indicators of evaluation. Such a perspective is 
more often the province of literary writing, and one of the 
two publications is in fact a narrative account. It is a 
description of the reactions of a mother when she and her
children move from a slum area to a more modern housing
project. The following extracts give an idea of how
dramatically this mother's indicators of evaluation differed 
from those of social worker at whose insistence she moved 
(Lewis, 1965).
"In La Esmerelda, whenever I didn't have a quarter to buy a 
full gallon of kerosene, I got ten cents' worth. But who's 
going to sell you five or ten cents' worth of electricity 
• • •
All the counters and things are no use at all to me, because 
I just cook a bit of oatmeal for the children and let them 
sit anywhere to eat it since I have no dishes with which to 
set a table.
I can't sell 'bolita' numbers here because several cops live 
in this 'caserio' and the place is full of detectives."
The other study was written by Neil Shenton (1976), a work 
on a Community Development Project on a council estate with 
a particularly bad reputation. He examined the relationship 
between the estate tenants and the LA housing staff. Staff 
used the estate to fulfil one of their objectives, that of 
finding somewhere to house 'bad' tenants. Shenton found this 
to be reflected in the allocation policy of the lettings 
staff. He has explained the reaction of many tenants to the 
attitudes of housing staff in terms of a change in normative
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goals and values in the tenant subculture:
"I therefore suggest that, within a particular subculture on 
the estate, it is 'normal' that:
The physical condition of the estate has deteriorated. 
Standards of hygiene, rubbish disposal, etc. are as 
they are.
Cynicism and pessimism colour attitudes.
Tensions exist within family systems.
Adults seek pleasure in activities external to 
themselves.
Children seek achievement in areas where they see 
achievement as being possible.
Unconventional means may offer the likeliest return.
What one observes when considering the above phenomena are 
the effects of the relationship of individuals to structural 
processes, in particular the council allocation 'market' and 
the apparent inability of individuals to exert any 
legitimate influence on that relationship. In the light of 
this, who expects anything else?"
Shenton is concerned with an extreme example. However his 
work is more perceptive than much other housing research. He 
makes clear the important point that the evaluations of 
housing providers affects both the housing they provide, and 
the reciprocal evaluations of housing users.
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IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS FOR THE EXPERIENCES OF USERS
Evaluation has been referred to above (p. 2:1) as being both 
performance-related and decision-related. Decision-related 
evaluation may not be explicitly recognized which most 
significantly affects users. A decision is a choice between 
two or more options. Decisions are usually made on the basis 
of evaluation of the different options (unless they are 
arbitrary decisions in which case evaluation is probably 
irrelevant). The design of all sorts of products is a result 
of a series of decisions. The indicators of evaluation 
considered' important by the designers of products therefore 
affect the experiences of the users of those products. If 
the designer and user are the same person, there is no 
danger that differences in content of evaluation will give 
rise to unsuitable products. It is more likely, however, to 
be the case that products are designed in a particular way 
according to the evaluations of designers, and supplied to 
users in accordance with particular organizational 
procedures (when applicable) which are partly the result of 
the evaluations of various administrative, management and 
maintenance role-occupants. This combination of design and 
organization produces a particular experience for users, 
which influences the quality of their lives. The extent of 
this influence depends on the importance of the product.
This situation applies for many products. In some cases the 
effects are relatively trivial, for example, the frequent 
impossibility of obtaining a small replacement part for a 
machine, because its producers are concerned more with 
making money than with maintaining a machine which the user 
has had for some time. In some cases the effects are far
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more important. Housing is clearly an important product for 
which significant differences exist between provider and 
user evaluation. This study has not been chiefly concerned 
with the effects of the differences, but the content 
analysis (Chapter 12) shows not only that users and 
providers did not agree entirely about which issues were 
important when evaluating the housing, but that providers 
did not agree among themselves. The examples presented in 
this research (Chapter 12) demonstrate some of the 
undesirable consequences of this disagreement.
The mechanism for taking account of user needs in both 
design and management have begun to be established (p. 13: 
ff). The research reported here suggests that the process 
starts part-way through. The initial stages should comprise 
a mechanism for identifying user criteria and thoroughly 
exploring their implications, before imposing other 
criteria. The resulting design process would then at least 
be aware of the extent to which it was deviating from user 
criteria. This of course does not overcome all problems. To 
add a pessimistic note, the attitude of many housing 
providers is reflected in this remark by one of the local 
authority staff,
"I'm a manager, I'm not part of a great public participating 
exercise."
However, he was retiring the following week.
1 3 : 2 4
ROLE AND VIEWS OF THE RESEARCHER
Having discussed extensively the roles of others who 
participated in this study, it may .be relevant to consider 
briefly the role and role-related evaluations of the 
researcher.
Not surprisingly, the researcher’s role cannot be simply 
defined, since it was perceived differently by the different 
role-occupants with whom she interacted, and was to some 
extent dictated by them. Initially staff in the Borough 
Architects1 Department and senior staff in the Directorate 
of Housing each hoped that the researcher would produce an 
evaluation of River Estate which would reveal the design to 
have many advantages (Borough Architects' Department staff) 
or disadvantages (Directorate Qf Housing staff). In other 
words, each group were hoping that the researcher 'would 
'prove them right', in their evaluations of the estate. The 
researcher in fact found that the differences in evaluation 
existed largely because the priority of different indicators 
of evaluation was different for the two groups.
Another expectation about the researcher's role, was that 
she would convey information in all directions. This was 
true for all role-occupants, but was especially noticeable
with respect to the tenants and two types of providers,
lettings section staff and housing management staff.
The above expectations in conjunction with the activities 
which the researcher carried out to obtain necessary data 
(see chapter 6) resulted in her becoming involved in a minor
way in the processes of housing letting and housing
management - for example by explaining relevant information
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to potential tenants and by intervening in a 
misunderstanding about rent payment. This involvement in 
turn resulted in two different groups of role-occupants, 
specifically tenants and junior-middle level housing staff, 
each assuming that the researcher was identifying with the 
priorities of the other group. It consequently became 
difficult for the researcher to convince the tenants that 
she was not part of the council staff or at least able to 
substantially influence those staff; and to convince the 
housing staff that she was not solely preoccupied with 
becoming a champion of the tenants1 views.
The researcher’s own views of the housing system were 
ambiguous. This is hardly surprising since her role enabled 
her to discuss a wide variety of indicators with people 
occupying a wide variety of roles, and therefore to gain 
some insight into the complexities of the field setting 
which she was studying. She could see the difficulties of 
designing for a client group whose personal roles were, 
unknown; and of trying to carry out effective policies of 
public participation. She could see the reasons for the 
lettings staff using new accomodation to 'bargain' with 
prospective tenants who were in a strong position because 
the local authority wished them to vacate their current 
homes. It was also clear that, for all their criticisms, 
there were actually aspects of these new estates considered 
important, and evaluated positively, by both architects and 
tenants, such as outlook and scale.
There were however, two major sources of difficulty with the 
local authority housing system, about which the researcher 
became concerned over a period of time as the study 
developed. These were the quality of internal communication
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within the local authority and the attitudes of some 
providers towards tenants and prospective tenants.
Communication
With respect to the quality of internal communication, the 
researcher was surprised to find that essential information 
about,for example, the progress of construction, of the need 
for repairs, was frequently not conveyed to those whose 
actions depended on it. When communication did take place, 
for example in the form of meetings, the quality of it was 
such that fundamental differences in evaluations were not 
resolved. An example is provided by the brief-setting phase 
of the development of River Estate. Lettings staff requested 
a mix of unit sizes, with the intention of providing 
accommodation for families and the elderly. T.he architect 
felt that both such groups would require easy, and if 
possible ground level access. Given the density of the 
accommodation, also specified by lettings staff, the 
architect did not consider that it would be possible to 
provide accommodation suitable for both families and the 
elderly. He therefore stated that the one bedroom units at 
River Estate were not suitable for elderly tenants. However, 
the decision about the characteristics of potential tenants 
is made by lettings staff, who offered the accommodation to 
elderly tenants. Although this situation has been referred 
to earlier (chapter 12), it is cited again here, not chiefly 
because of its implications for users, but as an example of 
a failure to face and resolve fundamental contradictions in 
approach by adequate communication at the appropriate stage.
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Attitudes of Providers
Practical difficulties are likely to beset any attempts at 
effective public and user participation in the 
decision-making procedures of the local authority housing 
system. Consequently, local authority housing providers are 
likely to be in a position of power with respect to most 
local authority housing users, at least for the forseeable 
future. However, the researcher feels that this does not 
make it inevitable that housing providers should assume 
themselves to be superior to housing users. This assumption 
appeared to be made by some housing providers, and was 
revealed in general discussion with users and providers, and 
by the following: withholding of information for no good
reason other than to reinforce the power of housing staff;
remarks to tenants which conveyed impatience and 
irritability at tenants' indecision or lack of 
understanding; requiring tenants to queue for 1-2 hours 
solely to collect keys; and an expectation that the tenants 
should be able to rearrange their lives at short notice for 
the convenience of the local authority.
There are particular occasions when tenants greatly 
inconvenience local authority staff by their actions; and 
there are particular tenants who do this very frequently. In 
spite of this, however,and in spite of cumbersome
procedures, there are local authority staff who can deal 
with a large number of tenants in such a way as to convey an 
a s s u m p t i o n  of e q u a l i t y  rat h e r  than s u p e r i o r i t y .
Unfortunately, the attitudes of providers for whom this was 
not the case had a substantial effect on tenant attitudes to 
the local authority, and made a significant impression on 
the researcher.
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SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR OTHER AREAS OF RESEARCH
The evaluation and role literature presented in Chapters 1-3 
suggested that the differences between provider and user 
evaluations exist in and have consequences for systems other 
than the local authority housing system. For example, 
distinctive provider orientations in the fields of industry, 
education and medicine are likely to have enormous 
consequences for users, as suggested in Chapters 1-3.
With reference to industry, the highly developed division of 
labour in our society ( p3:3 ) means that the number of
distinctive provider orientations must clearly be enormous. 
There are, however, certain commonly occurring situations 
which suggest a relationship between role and evaluation, as 
has been found for providers within the local authority 
housing system.
For example, staff recruitment interviews are often 
conducted by a selection panel, ' which may include 
role-occupants familiar with the duties involved for the 
particular vacancy, and role-occupants from the personnel 
department of the company. This situation acknowledges the 
need to consider a variety of indicators of evaluation when 
selecting staff. It also acknowledges the probability that 
those occupying different kinds of roles are likely to be 
most able to evaluate with respect to different kinds of 
indicators. During the decision-making phase of selection, 
the importance assigned to different indicators by different 
role-occupants may lead to conflict. For example, one 
role-occupant may wish to choose the candidate with the 
greatest technical competence; whereas another role-occupant 
may wish to reject this candidate because of his/her
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appearance.
Another more obvious and major role difference in industry, 
which is associated with major differences in evaluation, is 
the difference between two groups which can be referred to 
as management and unions. The differences between these two 
groups are in some senses parallel to differences between 
providers and users. The 'management1 can be regarded as 
providers who provide a service to employees, who are, in a 
sense, 'users' of the employment opportunities provided by 
the company.. Discussions between representatives of these 
two groups which appear in and on the media about such 
issues as working conditions, productivity, and the 
introduction of new technology, provide evidence of 
consistent role-related differ .ences in the priorities 
assigned to different indicators of evaluation. To take a 
specific example, when new equipment is considered for a 
manufacturing or service industry, employers are likely to 
consider cost-effectiveness and efficiency as among the most 
important indicators of evaluation; whereas employees are 
likely to evaluate the new machinery largely with respect to 
its implications for possible redundancies. This is an 
example of a conflict associated with role-related 
differences in the content of evaluation which has been the 
subject of public discussion for centuries, as illustrated 
by the following extract from Trevelyan's "History of 
England" (1948), referring to the late eighteenth century:
"Harshness often appeared, not only in the treatment of the 
much flogged soldiers and sailors, but in the attitudes to 
Luddites and the 'labouring poor' in general. While engaged 
in beating Napoleon, the authorities recognized a double 
duty in relation to starving men - to keep them alive and to
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keep them in subordination."
Two examples from the field of education illustrate further 
the need to recognize differences in provider and user
perspectives. There is a growing awareness within the 
education system of the different indicators of learning and 
different values considered important by members of 
different cultures (Further Education Unit, 1981).
This has led to the development of multi-cultural curricula
and of training courses for teachers to enable these
providers of education to develop a better understanding of 
indicators of evaluation important to some of their users. 
Such understanding begins with a recognition that 
differences exist, instead of an assumption that a 
particular set of indicators is the only one (Weiss, 1973,
p. 1:12).
The second example concerns the moves towards joint
assessment by teachers and students and the accreditation of 
experiential learning. Instead of applying traditional 
evaluative criteria during recruitment and education, some 
providers of further and higher education are beginning to 
involve students and potential students in deciding both the 
indicators and level of evaluation considered appropriate 
(Evans, 1981). This is partly in response to the need to be 
able to offer courses of study to more mature students who 
may have occupied various roles which have provided them 
with experiences which, although of value, are not 
traditional educational indicators of evaluation, such as 
examination results.
In both the above examples, an understanding of the
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relationship between role-related characteristics and the 
content of evaluation would greatly increase the growth of 
• understanding which is beginning to develop.
The research reported here also has implications for 
clinical psychology. Therapists are important providers 
within this field, and the users of their services are their 
clients, or patients.
Partly because the provider often has the dual role of 
scientist/researcher and clinical practitioner, there is a 
large body of research concerned with the evaluation of 
clinical outcomes (Kendall and Norton-Ford, 1982). This 
research uses largely the indicators of evaluation of the 
providers, and sometimes assumes that user evaluations are 
of lesser value. For example, comparing therapist and 
college student ratings of the students with respect to 
interpersonal behaviour, Lorr and McNair (1965) suggests 
that,
"A possible advantage of the professional rater format ---
is the minimization of social desirability in ratings." 
(Wiggins, 1982).
and they conclude that,
"Therapists are relatively unbiased in their descriptions of 
patients by the desirability of the statement."
However other research (Mitchell et al, 1977) suggests that,
"a hypothesis warranting further research is that the 
client's interpretation of therapy interaction may be more
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important in determining positive results than the 
therapist's specific actions or type of intervention". 
(Kendall and Norton-Ford, 1982).
Kendall and Norton-Ford report that there are feasible 
methods for studying:
(1) client characteristics, (2) therapist characteristics, 
(3) variations in clients' in-session behaviour and 
perceptions, and (4) variations in therapists' in-session 
behaviour and perceptions."
but that,
"limited conclusions have emerged from research in these 
areas (Garfield and Bergin, 1978)."
The research reported here highlights the importance of 
going beyond limited conclusions; of developing feasible 
methods -in clinical, educational and environmental 
psychology for researching the relationship between role and 
evaluation; and of using the knowledge gained to improve the 
services and products of providers, with reference to the 
indicators of evaluation of the users.
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The Social Psychological Tradition
Apart from the implications for various fields of applied psychology 
which have been briefly referred to above, this thesis is of relevance 
to areas of research within academic social psychology and sociology. 
The findings which have emerged can be usefully considered in the 
light of:
(i) the research literature on experimenter
effects and demand characteristics within the 
tradition of experimental psychology.
• (ii) the sociological research which uses 
participant observation to examine differing 
perspectives within a given social setting.
(i) Experimenter Effects
Much social psychological experimental research has taken place, not 
in naturally occurring social settings, but in settings specifically 
created within the laboratory for the purpose of observing the 
behaviour of 'subjects' participating in the experiments. During the 
1960s seme researchers demonstrated that the very fact of being a 
'subject' or 'experimenter' is likely to affect a person's behaviour 
and perceptions. This phenomenon is now widely recognised, and 
demonstrates in a different contexct the importance of role-related 
differences associated with a major role distinction between the 
professional and the lay person with which this thesis has been 
concerned.
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(ii) The Participant Observation Approach
Researchers using participant observation as their primary methodology 
occupy the roles of both observer and participant. This enables them 
to discover through experience the indicators of evaluation important 
to role-occupants in a natural social setting. Research using 
participant observation provides further evidence of the existence of 
distinctive evaluative perspectives associated with particular roles.
The study of experimental artifacts and the use of participant 
observation belong to two quite different research traditions. 
However, in both situations the researchers are concerned. to 
understand differences in perceptions which are related to role. 
Future researchers in both areas could make use of the insights into 
the relationship between role and evaluation provided by this study. 
The difference between professional and lay participant, and the 
divergence between actor and observer could be considered in the light 
of role-related characteristics of training, experience and role 
content. Systematic investigation of the relationship between role 
and evaluation in these two very different research contexts would 
test the general applicability of the findings; and the demonstration 
of the relationship in both contexts could provide useful common 
ground and lead to further progress in both traditions.
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ROM 6 5F .33 . 08 .18 .28 .91 0t0fl
ROH 7 6H..24 .55 .27 .34 .71 .04 0rj00
ROH 8 6f • 3® .33 •23 .'25 .04 .42 0^00
ROH 9 I f .27 .25 .18 .25 .15 .32 .11 .04 0P00
ROH 10 .19 .38 .47 . 79 .76 .24 .•29 .33 .17 u!?00
ROW II IDF ,30 ,43 .42 .29 . 26 .21 .51 .32 .20 .50 0’.00
ROH 12 MH . 38 .38 • 3* .33 .29 .44 .14 .21 .36 .20 .30 0C00
ROH 13 UF , 46 - * 2 . .Jt6 .29 -34 .42 .13 .17 .27 .19 .30 .75 0L00
ROH 14 12 H . H5 .18 . «7 .17 .79 . 14 .09 ..05 .26 .03 .13 .17 *03 0tC0
ROH 15 12. F . 12 .08 .13 .15 .47 •14 .06 .06 -.02 .31 .26 .10 .32 0>."0 0
ROH 16 I2M- .11 -.IT .w9 .63 .10 .11 —.14 .05 -.21 .13 -.10 .10 .17 - J B *26 0.00
ROH 17 13 F .08 -.08 .04 .01 . m5 0.00 -.01 -.05 -1.05 0.00 -•15 -.23 .03 JBf .26 .55 0.00
ROH 18 llvH . 10 .77 .34 .35 . 97 .33 .12 -.02 .20 .40 .27 .13 .25 *S4 .29 -.01 0i00
c- ROH 19 llt-F .0® .16 .36 .37 .92 *71 .08 -.04 .16 .26 .13 .08 .22 J4
%29 -.01 .*7 .72
(
ROH 20 ItF .35 .04 .27 .23 .15 .17 -.01 -.03 .11 -.01 .01 .14 .20 .23 .29 .03 .29 .15 .91 hC
V
ROH 21 I7M .14 .37 .31 .24 .85 ..07 .23 .16 -.04 • 49 .45 -.24 .28 .41 .18 .05 .25 .2>1
V. ROH 22 HF .38 .5? .41 .37 w 92 ‘. 17 •38 .37 .12 .53 •59 .39 .47 • M .34 .08 .05 .25 - 77
c ROH 2 3 l&V*02 .06 .lo .«1 .11 *05 -w06 • 101 .23 V.U -.04 •17 .22 .30 -.02
.07 .22 .19
ROH 94 iq .16 .18 .45 .23 .13 -.10 .16 .02 -.05 .07 .06 .14 .19 -JB -.05 .13 .1® -.06 -.02
V
ROH 25 10F .08 .04 .04 .23 w.02 .01 .06 -.40 -.02 -•14 -•17 -.07 -.1 .05 .03 .36 .08 .16
L ROH 96 71F .96 -.03 .12 .15 .93 .16 .03 -.05 .‘06 .19 .11 .15 .22 JK9 .34 -.01 -.“1 .03* .01
c ROH 27 22H .43 . 44 .33 .35 .14 .78 .25 . 16 .'35 .26 .31 .31 .51 _t9 .24 -.05 .18 .45
.36
ROH 28 23 F . 34 . 19 -.75 .14 . 94 . 15 .08 .35 .21 .26 .03 .09 .15 -.04 .13 -.22 -.U -.01 -.10 -
ROH 29 2VH .42 .57 • 2® .53 .35 .15 .46 .42 .29 .24 .47 .48 .44 it6 wll .09 -.02 .14 .®4
ROH 30 2VF .21 . 38 .15 . 31 *  .01 .15 .’27 .04 .12 .14 .15 .47 .43 —.12 -.15 .11 .02 .05 -.08 -
ROH 31 25H .48 .38 .37 .39 .19 .41 .19 . 09 .30 .22 •*5 . .45 • 57 •15 .16 -.04 .'01 .33 .25
ROH 32 16 F .32 .25 .35 .12 . 90 .43 -17 .19 .32 .33 .29 -.54 .49 •13 v .22 .22 .33 .2®
ROH 33 17F .38 .37 .27 . 4o . 32 .16 -.05 ..14 .30 .16 .07 .22 .29 e-'-12
112 . ‘.09 .17 .19 . 72
ROH 34 U H . 79 .4? .36 .43 .18 .31 .40 .1® .23 .22 .27 -.35 .39 -.*18 -.01 .31 .19
•
ROH 35 2SH .25 .75 •2q .21 .17 .73 .19 .28 .27 .37 .21 .41 .38 -05 .09 .11 -.04 .09 -.05 -
ROH 36 3OF .37 .36 •2* .24 •21 . 3? • 10 .;ui . 44 .32 .27 .21 .3B -12 .23 .06 .31 .45 .36
V ROH 37 3|F .90 .27 .77 .04 .04 .74 - .02 -.01 .13 .31 .29 .39 .53 JB7 .40 -.07 -.02* .27 .20
(
ROH 38 32M . 48 •*.3 8 • 27 .45 • 34 .53 .17 .14 .39 .27 .21 .52 .69 •03 -27 .14 .49 ' .33 ,2V
V
ROH 39 32F .41 .28 .27 .27 .98 .30 .07 .06 .47 J33 .20 .23 .48 -22 .•38 .04 .36 -39
c ROH 40 33n • ■i* .44 .7 7 .-09 .04 .10 •26 -.13 .32 .17 .25 • 14 ,28 —32 .16 -.30 .21 .42 .3 I
L ROH 4? 33F .2® .24 .25 . 42 .11 ...06 .10 .18 .34 •34 .47 .06 .30 -33 .30 .21 .22 .48
.Z&
ROH 42 3ljF . 17 .34 .38 .50 76 .01 -.07 . 15 .30 • 15 .•08 -.07 .20 -43 *05 .12 .*5 .13
1 17
q \
ROH 43 35F .74 .19 .39 .33 .08 . 91 .09 .23 .18 .04 .01 -.04 .13 -39 -.05 -.07 .“I .46
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C O IIIH N - 1 9 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1 2 13 14 1 5 16 V 18 1 9 9 4 2 2 2 3 94
ROM ■ i • T o e
ROH a 7 . 9 9 • r - o a
ROW a 3 •1 4 . 5 0 a f l '  ■
ROh - 4 .  3 7 . 6 3 . 4 3 • * 0 0
ROh - 6 .  9 9 . 1 7 .  13 ,08 0 ? « 0
ROH - 6 . 3 4 . 4 0 .3 5 . 5 3 - - . 0 3 0 —0 0
ROH a 7 . 3 9 . 4 7 . i e . 5 3 . 9 2 • HT7 0 ^ 0 0
ROH a 8 .4 4 .1 5 . 0 3 . 2 9 . 9 9 M . 2 8 0 C 0 0
ROH a 9 .  3 6 • iT .li - . 0 1 . 9 4 - 0 7 - 1 2 . 2 4 0C00
ROH a ? 0 . 3 " . iT .«I .18 . 9 0 - 0 4 . 0 8 . 1 9 .4 8 0 t*0 0
ROH a l i . 3 6 . 16 . 0 9 .1 4 . 3 0 0 . 0 0 . i t . 1 5 . 4 4 . 9 4 0 ‘. 0 0
ROH « I? . 4 9 , 5 9 .  3 6 .  7 1 .  17 . 5 1 .■55 .3 3 - . 0 8 . 2 6 . 2 1 0 r. 0 0
ROH a 13 .  3 6 . 5 9 . 4 6 . 5 2 .  91 .  5 1 - 5 9 . 3 7 .3 6 .3 1 . 3 6 . 4 4 0 :. 0 0
ROH a 14 .  5 7 - . 0 4 - . 1 4 . 1 9 . 9 9 . 9 2 . 3 3 . 3 4 .2 0 . 2 6 . 2 3 . 3 5 . . 2 1 0 * 0 0
ROH a 15 . 19 - . 0 7 . 7 e . 0 9 . 9 4 . 0 9 . 1 3 - . 0 3 . 2 4 . 4 4 . 3 9 . 1 0 . 2 3 . 3 7 0 ,-0 0
ROH a 16 .4 6 . 9 4 . 3 4 .2 0 .28 . 2 9 . 3 7 . 4 3 . 2 7 . 2 9 . 2 7 . 2 9 . 4 4 . 3 2 . 2 7 0 . 0 0
ROH a 17 . 4 9 — .114 • . 1 9 . 0 5 . 1 7 . 1 3 .3 1 . 1 6 .2 9 . 3 8 . 4 3 . 1 3 . 2 9 .5 1 . 3 9 . 3 6 0 . 0 *
ROH a Te .5 1 . 9 3 .  38 . 3 2 . 9 6 . 4 2 . 4 7 . 4 1 . 0 9 . 1 4 . 0 9 . 4 7 . 3 8 . 4 6 . 3 5 . 5 7 . 2 0 0 ^ 0 0
ROH a 19 • 4 6 .9 9 . 18 .’21 .3 1 .'1 7 . 2 7 .4 5 .4 6 . 5 7 . 5 6 . 2 9 . 4 7 . 2 7 , 3 8 . 5 2 . 4 2 . 3 8 • " 6 0
ROH * ? a .9 7 .9 7 .2 9 . 2 2 .0 9 . 0 3 h 16 .3 3 .3 4 . 2 5 . 2 2 . 1 6 . 3 7 . 0 6 . 1 9 . 5 3 . 2 6 . 3 2 . 4 9
ROH = 5>i •4 1 .3 4 .5 1 .4 9 • 17 .3 9 . 4 3 .3 5 - - . 0 6 . 3 1 . 2 6 . 6 4 .5 1 . 2 8 , 3 4 . 4 4 . » . 5 4 . 4 8 . i ° 8 5 8 0
ROH a 9 9 • 3 4 .2 4 .3 4 .4 6 .06 .2 9 . 3 3 .3 6 - . 1 8 . 2 4 . 1 9 . 5 7 . 4 0 . 2 9 . 3 6 . 3 4 . 4 6 . 4 3 . 1 9 .9 0 0 ? 0 0
ROH 9 3 •4 7 • 1 2 . t i .1 6 .2 1 .0 4 • 0 9 .2 6 .1 4 . 2 2 .2 1 . 3 5 . 2 6 . 5 3 . 3 0 . 2 2 ,1 4 . 2 6 . 1 7 .1 9 . 9 6 .28 o ’. 'o e
ROH 9 4 ■ 9 9 .0 1 .3 3 . H •9 9 .0 A . 0 5 - . 0 2 . 0 3 . 4 8 .4 4 . 3 3 . 1 2 . 2 0 . 4 9 . 1 0 . * * - 4 0 .  3 4 -.«T .4 7 . 3 7 ..T e 0 * 0 0
ROH 9 5 .4 9 • 9 8 .3 8 .4 5 .1 4 .9 4 . 2 8 .2 2 .10 .4 1 . 3 7 .5 1 . 2 8 . 2 4 - .1 9 . 3 9 . 3 3 . 3 6 . 2 5 .  f i l .  5 0 .. 3 5 .3 6
ROH 9 6 • 4 3 .0 6 .9 1 — .0 5 •9 6 •0 4 . 0 6 .1 9 51 . 3 9 . 3 3 . 1 4 . 2 8 . 3 0 . 4 5 . 3 3 . 3 3 .5 7 .2 8 .3 0 . 3 1 . 4 0 . 3 4
ROH 9 7 .4 0 -  .1 9 - .16 .1 6 .7 2 .0 1 . 1 3 .3 0 .2 4 . 4 1 . 3 7 . 3 0 . 1 4 . 6 4 .1 1 . 2 8 . 4 * . 2 4 . 3 5 . 17 .  17 . 1 8 . 3 9 . 12
ROH 9 6 • 3 9 .9 0 .3 4 .2 4 .1 6 .1 7 . 1 8 .3 7 .4 9 •  5 2 . 4 5 . 2 4 .4 1 . 3 7 . 4 5 . 4 2 . » . 3 4 -4 5 • 17 . 4 2 ^ 3 9 .9 8 . 3 5
ROH 9 9 .4 1 •3 5 .4 4 • 4 2 •41 .1 6 . 2 8 J 8 .11 . 3 7 . 4 4 . 4 2 . 4 1 . 3 8 . 1 6 . 4 3 . 2 2 . 3 5 . 3 9 . 2 3 . 4 9 . 3 2 .3 4 . 3 7
ROh 3 0 .9 9 .8 5 -  .1 5 .1 8 8 . 8 0 .1 2 . 0 9 • 4 5 .1 3 . 3 2 . 2 9 . 1 9 . 3 3 - J 0 . 2 8 . 3 0 . 3 * . 3 2 . S3 .1 8 .9 0 .2 8 .0 A .1 4
ROH 31 .4 1 -  .1 0 - . 0 3 .1 8 .2 1 9 7 2 8 .3 5 .3 3 . 2 9 . 2 5 . 2 7 . 3 6 . 4 8 . 4 7 .4 1 . 3 9 . 4 8 . 9 7 . 9 9 . 2 3 .4 3 . 1 9
ROH 3 9 .3 9 — .0 5 - . 1 7 - . 0 5 .3 3 —  17 0 . 0 0 .2 1 .3 9 . 3 7 . 4 2 . 0 5 . 2 6 . 4 5 . 4 7 . 3 7 . 5 5 . 2 7 . 5 4 .6 1 . 1 9 .1 4 .3 5 . 2 2
ROH 3 3 •4 8 .3 4 .3 1 .4 2 .9 5 . 3 6 .4 0 .4 3 .1 3 . 2 0 .2 1 . 4 0 .4 1 . 2 7 . 1 7 . 5 3 . 1 5 "  . 4 5 . 3 6 .3 0 .3 7 . 3 7 . 3 0 . 1 8
ROH 3 4 . 5 9 - . 0 5 -  .18 . 2 4 .1 5 .9 4 .3 2 .6 1 .2 7 . 3 1 . 2 7 . 3 0 . 3 8 . 6 9 . 1 6 . 1 5 .41 . 3 9 . 4 4 . i i . 3 6 . 3 8 .  3 0 . 0 9
ROH 3 5 ' .3 3 0 .00 -  .1 9 .1 7 .5 8 - . 0 2 .1 2 • 4 0 .0 3 . 2 2 . 1 9 . 3 4 . 1 3 . 6 6 . 2 7 . 2 3 .2 5 . 2 9 . 3 5 . 0 9 . 3 4 . 3 5 . 3 8 .  2 6
ROH 3 6 • 4 9 • 18 .08 .2 9 .9 4 .3 9 ,.•10 .3 7 .1 5 .U . 0 8 . 4 0 . 3 6 . 3 8 . 3 2 . 3 3 .31 . 5 2 . 4 7 . 9 9 . 4 9 . 3 2 . 1 2 . 10
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APPENDIX 3
River Estate - Architect’s View: Photographs showing 
features and perspectives of particular interest to* the 
architect.
3A Architect's View
3B Architect's View
3C Architect's View
3D Architect's View
3E Architect's View
3F Architect's View
Appendix 3A: River Estate - Architect's View
Appendix 3B - Architects1 View
Appendix 3C - Architect*s View
Appendix 3d - Architect's View
Appendix 3E - Architect's View
i
mm
Appendix 3f - Architect's View
APPENDIX 4
ANNOTATED LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS OF RELEVANT LOCAL AUTHORITY
DEPARTMENTS AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVED IN THE HOUSING
CREATION PROCESS
LA - Local Authority
Local government organization responsible 
for local services including housing. 
Financed by the levying of rates and by 
central government subsidy. Members of the 
LA council are elected, and called 
councillors. LA employed staff are called- 
officers.
DOF - Directorate of Finance
LA department responsible for: the day to
day operation of financial transactions; and 
for the budgeting and forward planning 
services, which•provide financial advice to 
assist the LA council and its committees in 
making decisions.
DDP - Directorate of Development Planning
LA department responsible for: planning the 
development of new buildings, transportation 
and open space; and for considering and 
approving private planning applications.
BAD - Borough Architect's Department
LA department responsible for controlling 
the design and construction of new buildings 
and the conversion of existing ones.
DOH - Directorate of Housing
LA. department responsible for: management
and lettings of the council's own housing 
stock; and the implementation of housing 
action areas, housing advisory services and 
improvement grants.
SS - Social Services Department
LA department responsible for community 
social work and residential and day care.
GLC - Greater London Council
Metropolitan authority which is an 
intermediate tier of government between 
central government and the LA. The LA 
researched in this study is situated within 
the Greater London area.
DOE - Department of the Environment
A central government department responsible 
for many aspects of environmental quality 
and sometimes involved in the approval of 
building plans.
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